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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the study was to examine faculty attitudes 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service at Louisiana State University. 
Five topics or issues and 12 sub-topics were used to assess the 
attitudes: (1) concept of Extension Education, included sub-topics
of educational character of Extension and objectives of Extension;
(2) organization of the Cooperative Extension Service, included 
relationships within the University, Extension specialists, and 
personnel; (3) clientele, included special groups of clientele; (A) 
importance of Extension work, included areas of work, 4-H program, 
and Home Demonstration program; (5) quality of Extension work, included 
prestige of Extension, effectiveness, and affects to the University.
In the study, the attitudes were assessed through a bi- 
dimensional approach, i.e., by measuring the affective and action 
tendency components of the attitudes. Consequently, two attitude 
statements were constructed for each sub-topic, so that 24 statements 
were used in the study as an attitude scale. To examine the 
attitudinal differences among the faculty members, 12 personal 
information and backgrounds were used as independent variables, such 
as area of discipline, position, rank, years of employment at the 
University, academic degree, place of residence before college, the 
extent of knowledge about Cooperative Extension, and others.
A stratified systematic random sample of 350 faculty members of 
five campuses of the University was taken from a population of 22S7
xiii
individuals with the ranks of instructor through professor, research 
workers, and Cooperative Extension workers. Data were collected 
through moil questionnaire, and about 62 percent of the sample 
returned the completed questionnaire. The attitude scores were 
interpreted in two ways: (1) relative interpretation, and (2) assess-
ing the degree of favorableness or unfavorableness by using an 
attitude graph.
The following are some of the 22 conclusions and recommendations 
of the study.
1. The proportion of faculty members (21 percent) who 
indicated no attitude toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service reflected a fairly large number of faculty members 
who were generally uninformed about the Cooperative 
Extension Service. With regard to this conclusion,
much can and should be done simply to improve awareness 
of the Extension Service without necessarily trying to 
involve each faculty member with details and activities 
of Extension.
2. Among the 12 sub-topics being studied, the one involving 
objectives of Extension received the most support from the 
faculty members, and practically none of them indicated 
their unfavorable attitude. However, there were some of 
them (33 percent) who indicated no attitude. This suggests 
that information about the objectives of Extension still 
needs to be disseminated among the University faculty.
xiv
3. The idea of expanding the relationship of the Cooperative 
Extension Service within the University to include non- 
agricultural departments whose disciplines were relevant 
to the functions of the Cooperative Extension Service was 
also strongly supported by the faculty. It is strongly 
suggested that Extension pursue the vast potential of these 
possibilities.
4. Most of the University faculty also supported the idea of 
expanding the roles of the Cooperative Extension Service to 
non-rtiral and non-agricultural areas. However, a considerable 
number of them indicated either no attitude (15 percent) or 
unfavorable attitudes (10 percent). This finding suggests 
that information about the importance of serving non-rural 
and non-agricultural areas should be given to the faculty, 
because Extension programs in these new areas will certainly 
need, to some extent, the expertises of the non-agricultural 
faculty as well as the agricultural faculty.
5. Finally, it should be said that in general most of the 
University faculty indicated good attitudes toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service. Few of them indicated 
unfavorable attitudes, but a considerable number of faculty 




The American University is a unique institution because its
clientele is not limited to a relatively small number of university
students but extends to the whole society. Neville*’ stated that
"...through education we can develop our human resources and eradicate
society's enemies. But we cannot restrict ourselves to the formal
education of our youth. We must also engage in continuing education
for all our citizens."
Almost all universities and colleges in the United States have
some sort of Extension programs, such as correspondence teaching,
lecture services, summer school programs, extension classes, evening
2school, and short courses. These programs generally are Included
into one broad function of the university or college which is called
3General Extension. This kind of activity was begun as early as 1816
at Queens College, now Rutgers University, which offered public
4lectures on chemical philosophy.
*"H. R. Neville, University Extension by Th. J. Shannon and 
C. A. Schoenfeld (New York: The Center for Applied Research in
Education, Inc., 1965), p. v.
^John Morton, University Extension in the United States 
(University of Alabama Press, 1953), p. 9.
3John D. Russell, in Th. J. Shannon and C. A. Schoenfeld, 
University Extension, op. clt., p. vii.
4John R. Morton, op. clt., p. 9.
1
In its broadest sense, University Extension can be described 
as an institutional state of mind which views the university not as 
a place but as an instrument. Translated into an operational 
philosophy, Extension asks a community of scholars to make itself 
as useful as possible to the whole society, or at least to the 
community from which the institution draws its inspiration and 
support.** The purpose of University Extension, as stated by officials 
of 52 land-grant universities, is the making of university resources 
available and useful to as many people as possible, and to encourage 
and help every individual develop himself to the extent of his 
capacities.*’* ^
Many universities, specifically those in the land-grant 
system, have another type of extension activity which is called 
Agricultural Extension or Cooperative Extension. This activity,
which originated in agricultural colleges, has had a considerable
8effect on the University Extension movement. University Extension 
may thus consist of two types, General Extension and Agricultural 
Extension.
The Nature of Cooperative Extension Service
Agricultural Extension as one type of University Extension
^Th. J. Shannon and C. A. Schoenfeld, University Extension 
(New Tork: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1965),
p. 2.
*\john R. Morton, op. cit., p. 28.
7Th. J. Shannon and C. A. Schoenfeld, op. clt., p. 19.
8John R. Morton, op. cit., p. 23.
generally has different characteristics than General Extension.
Despite the fact that the Idea of Agricultural Extension In the
United States came later than General Extension, the former was
legalized with the passage of the Smith-Lever Act In 1914 establishing
the Cooperative Extension Service. Agricultural Extension Is a unique
9service, with Its feet In farm soil and Its head In a campus seminar.
Today Agricultural Extension Is often described as the most effective
adult education activity In the United States and certainly has the
largest and the most fully developed.^
Louisiana State University (L.S.U.) is a land-grant university.
As a land-grant institution, It "...has three functions: to teach,
to carry on research, and to serve the public. The first two are,
of course, functions of any university, but the third is uniquely
the calling of the nation's 69 land-grant institutions."'^ As a
land-grant institution, L.S.U. Is unique In Louisiana. "There is no
other agency or institution in Louisiana with which it can be
compared. In terms of courses of study, research, and public service,
L.S.U. stands unmatched in the educational opportunities and services
It provides to citizens of every age group, of varying Interests, in
1 2every walk of life, in every area of Louisiana." In addition to 
9Th. J. Shannon and C. A. Schoenfeld, op. cit., p. 43.
^Everett M. Rogers, "How Research Can Improve Practice,"
Theory Into Practice (April, 1962), p. 89.
n The L.S.U. Outlook. Vol. 16, No. 3, May,1969.
12A Look at Your Stake in a Unique Synergistic Organization. 
Printed and distributed by Alumni of LSU, 1968.
that, "...true to the land-grant idea, L.S.U. has emerged as people's
13university. It exists, in fact, to serve all Louisianians."
The Cooperative Extension Service is the organisational entity 
of the land-grant system and the Department of Agriculture, created 
under provisions of the Smith-Lever Act and subsequent related 
legislation. It conducts educational programs of an Informal, non­
resident, problem-oriented nature. The organization is limited to 
the basic staffing and structure created as an organic part of the 
land-grant university in each state.
In performing its educational role, the Cooperative Extension 
Service interprets, disseminates, and encourages practical use of 
knowledge. It transmits valuable information from researchers to the 
people. It acts as a catalyst for individual and group action; an
agency for change. It conducts educational programs for action and
14stresses prganizational and educational leadership. Since its 
establishment in 1914, the Cooperative Extension Service has become 
more and more involved in assisting people to solve their problems 
on an interdisciplinary basis.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is an integral 
part of Louisiana State University System. Under the spirit of the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Louisiana State University 
and Agricultural and Mechanical College and the United States
L.S.U. Catalog, 1971-1972 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
University).
^The Joint USDA-NASULGC Study Committee on Cooperative 
Extension, A People and a Spirit. (Fort Collins: Colorado State
University, 1968), p. 19.
Department of Agriculture, the university organizes and maintains 
the Cooperative Extension Service for the management and conduct of 
all Cooperative Extension Work in agriculture and home economics, 
with a director selected by the university and satisfactory to the 
Department. The Cooperative Extension Service is represented in each 
of the 64 parishes*(counties) of the State by agricultural and home 
demonstration agents, who are supported by a staff of specialists and 
supervisors located on the Baton Rouge campus.
The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 which legalized the Cooperative 
Extension Service specified the activities of the Service as being 
limited to agriculture, home economics and related subjects. However, 
it mentions the clientele in broad terms, namely "the people of the 
United States," restricted, however, as stated in Section 2 of the 
Act: "...to persons not attending or resident in said colleges in
the several communities..."*"’ This is interpreted to Include people 
of all age groups*® and all educational levels.
As a public service and an educational organization which 
serves all citizens in the state, the Cooperative Extension Service 
has unique characteristics. Its program content and methodology are 
educational, not regulatory or financial. Therefore, it is attached 
directly to a public university and not to the state government. The 
programs of the Cooperative Extension Service provide informal,
*^F. W. Williamson, Origin and Growth of Agricultural Extension 
in Louisiana. 1860 - 1948 (Louisiana State University and Agricultural 
and Mechanical College, 1951), p. 295.
***A People and a Spirit, op. cit., p. 19.
non-credit education conducted primarily beyond the formal classroom. 
While the program is designed to help people solve their problems, 
and to take actions based on their own decisions, the teaching content 
consists of various research findings from the university systems, 
United States Department of Agriculture and other public and private 
agencies. It is practical, problem-centered and situation-based. 
Extension education starts with helping people to identify and under­
stand their needs and problems and to use new technology or information 
in solving them.
Teaching by demonstration is an important phase of the 
Cooperative Extension Service work. Farmers and homemakers, for 
example, are encouraged to adopt improved practices developed at 
research centers, and demonstrated by their neighbors and themselves. 
Many different means are used to reach the people with research and 
other information, including short courses, field days, workshops, 
meetings, farm and home visits, telephone and office calls, direct 
mail, publications, press, radio, and television.
The Cooperative Extension Service functions through local 
offices in each parish (county) which are semi-autonomous units 
accessible to and subject to influence by local residents. The 
organization, which is manned by college-trained personnel specially 
qualified for their positions, is supported financially by federal, 
state and parish funds. The funding and administrative relationship 
between these three levels permit educational programs directed at 
broad national purposes, yet serving specific local needs with 
priorities determined locally.
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The Scope of Cooperative Extension Programs
The extension programs of the Cooperative Extension Service 
can be classified into four major categories.^ First, agriculture 
and related Industries which include (1) the production aspects of 
farming, ranching, and related income-producing activities, including 
forestry; (2) the supply of agricultural inputs (goods and services);
(3) the related marketing, processing, and distribution activities; 
and (4) soil and water conservation. These programs serve commercial 
farmers, as well as all business and industrial groups engaged in 
supplying materials and services to agriculture. The Cooperative 
Extension Service also cooperates closely with all farm organizations 
and state and federal farm agencies in activities for improving farm 
production.
The second category is Social and Economic Development, which 
includes (1) community resource development; (2) public affairs 
education; and (3) the use, development, and conservation of natural 
resources. Though related to agriculture, there are many non- 
agricultural factors involved in conducting these programs.
The third category is Quality of Living, which covers 
programs embracing human factors of family and personal development. 
These programs include home economics and 4-H youth programs. The 
early home economics programs were largely conducted in the homes of 
women visited by the Extension Home Demonstration Agent, The title 
of the agent indicates the heavy emphasis on demonstration teaching.
17Ibid., pp. 21-30.
To make the best use of the home demonstration agent's time, It became 
customary for a group of women to meet for each home visit. At these 
meetings, new research on food preservation, clothing, home furnishings, 
human nutrition, etc. would be discussed or demonstrated. To expand 
the outreach of the agent, the home economist trained lay leaders who 
then took the lessons to their neighborhood groups. Home demonstration 
clubs were the natural outgrowth.Youth programs of the Cooperative 
Extension Service are focused on organizing boys and girls into 4-H 
clubs through which Extension programs could be conducted. Four-H 
clubs are considered as the most widely known organization sponsored 
by the Extension Service. The essential objectives of 4-H clubs 
have been couched, in terms of optimum development of each Individual 
boy and girl. Thus, the central concern has been with providing 
educational experiences which help young people to be well-adjusted, 
competent, and responsible children and youth at each point in their 
development, and competent and responsible adults. In this framework 
of objectives, concern with the balanced development of each 
individual has resulted in providing educational experiences designed 
to develop intellectual potential, healthy minds and bodies, desirable 
patterns of interpersonal behavior, and desirable and lasting personal 
value patterns. The important notion is simply that in the 4-H 
as in all other sound educational programming, the educational tools
are means to an ultimate end or objective, not the end In themselves.
The fourth area Is International Extension, which Includes 
programs for providing technical assistance to foreign countries, 
training, and consultation. Although significant contributions have 
been made by Individual Extension personnel, Cooperative Extension's
international role is relatively insignificant when compared to
20domestic programs.
To summarize the scope of Extension activities, it would be 
appropriate to present a list of Extension elements ranked according 
to national time input of 1971 manpower allocation.21
1. 4-H youth 7. Soil and water conservation










In the last few years, the activities of the Louisiana State
University's Cooperative Extension Service have been constantly
growing, both in breadth of audience, problems and opportunities,
22and in the depth of educational efforts with particular groups.
19Russell G. Mawby, "4-H and YMW Clubs," The Cooperative 
Extension Service by H. C. Sanders, et al. (Ed.), (Englewood Cliffs, 
N. J.: Prentlce-Hall, Inc., 1966), pp. 264-265.
20A People and a Spirit, op. cit., pp. 28-29.
21USDA Extension Service, "National and Regional Data, FY 71 
Plan of Work and Activity" (Washington, D. C., 1972) (Mimeographed).
22a  People and a Spirit, op. cit,, p. 89.
10
Regarding the content of Extension programs, many challenging problems 
and concerns are emerging. The long-range development plan of the
University identifies the following program areas for the next decade,
23with which Extension might be concerned: (1) Consumer health
education; (2) Sea Grant research; (3) Rural leadership; (A) Family 
living in urban areas; (5) Low-income clientele; (6) Recreation; and 
(7) Ecology.
Looking at the scope of the Extension programs, as well as at 
the areas of emerging programs, it seems apparent that the function of 
Extension needs to be expanded.
Extension Program Emphasis in the Future
It is natural that the functions of an organization change
over time in response to changing societal needs. An organization
that fails to do so will not survive for long.
The target-audience of Cooperative Extension needs to be
redefined. According to the Smith-Lever Act, the audience of
Cooperative Extension work was intended to be "persons not attending
24or resident in land-grant colleges.... People have varying 
perceptions of Extension's audience. Some consider the audience of 
Extension to be primarily agricultural, residing in the rural areas
^College of Agriculture, Louisiana State University, Self 
Study and Long Range Development Plan (Baton Rouge, La.: Louisiana
State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1971), 
pp. 58-59 (Mimeographed).
^F. W. Williamson, op. cit., p. 295.
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25alone. Warren Rovetch, for Instance, traces the complex origins 
of the Cooperative Extension Service to rural America and, therefore, 
would have it continue its mission to develop agriculture and to 
reconstruct rural society. This view is not inclusive, however, 
because agriculture involves urban as well as rural people. In 
addition, the population pattern of the United States has changed 
tremendously. Until recently the distinction between farm and non­
farm, and between rural and urban was comfortably simple and clear. 
People who lived in the open country were farmers, those, who lived 
in towns were nonfarmers. Today, many farmers live in towns and 
cities, and many urban workers live in the open country. ^  This 
changing living pattern has forced the Cooperative Extension Service 
to de-emphaslze its work location as being solely rural. It has 
also been urged that the Cooperative Extension Service adapt its staff 
and program efforts to serve more adequately the broad range of social
and economic problems of the nation while strengthening its assistance
27to the agricultural sector of the economy.“
28According to the Joint Study Committee, Cooperative Extension 
has a legitimate role in helping people solve problems, wherever they
2-h>Jarren Rovetch, "Cooperative Extension and the Land-Grant 
System," in R. Petersen and W. Petersen, University Adult Education 
(New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1960), p. 227.
2®A People and a Spirit, op. cit., p. 23.
27Ibid.. p. 89.
28Ibid.. p. 53.
may live—-on farms, In the village, In the open country, In the central 
city, or In the suburb. Concerning this problem, the Committee argued 
that:
"...Extension now has greater Involvement In rural 
areas than It has In the cities. However, community 
development programs In rural areas often must consider 
urban Impact upon the smaller communities. Public 
affairs education usually Includes total policy rela­
tionships which weigh Influences of rural upon urban 
and vice versa. Uses of natural resources, Including 
recreation and such environmental factors as air and 
water pollution Involve rural-urban interaction. This 
indicates that artificial geographic limitations upon 
Extension's work in social and economic development are 
unrealistic.
Further, the Committee recommended that while the Cooperative Extension
Service continue to build upon its strengths in rural areas, there
should be an increasing commitment in urban areas in the years ahead.
A recommendation was also made for increased resources to work with
low-income farmers, such efforts to be concentrated upon the non-
agricultural factors affecting the welfare, vocational opportunity,
and personal development of the target groups.
Most quality of living programs are now conducted under the
labels of home economics and 4-H work. So far, both areas of work
have been effective. However, there are demands for Extension to
expand its scope of programs in this field. For instance, while 4-H
is still a major thrust, Extension is expected increasingly to work
with other organized youth groups and youth who are members of no
30formal organization. A recommendation was given to the Cooperative
13
Extension Service to maintain the 4-H program as a youth development 
activity for youngsters from all walks of life and all economic levels.
The Joint Study Committee^ also recommended that the future 
objectives of quality of living programs should call for Extension 
to:
(1) Enhance the quality of individual and family 
decisions and provide the skills needed to 
carry out the decisions;
(2) Increase the ability of Individuals to Interact 
effectively with others;
(3) Assist the Individual to acquire the ability to 
utilize community services and to participate 
in the development of community services; and
(4) Enhance the social, physical, and economic 
mobility of the individual.
In this area of work, the clientele which receive priority 
attention or service must be reconsidered because of limited resources. 
In the future, increasing attention should be given to the disadvant­
aged youth and adults in rural slums and urban ghettos, potential
school drop-outs, young families, and unemployed out-of-school young
32adults.
Adjustment to the New Demands
Considering the present and the future scope of programs of 
the Cooperative Extension Service, it is apparent that expansion of 
Extension functions is called for. Consequently, some adjustments
31Ibid., p. 61. 
32Ibid.. p. 63.
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are needed to perform the new functions. The adjustments relate to 
organizational structure, staffing, relationships with other agencies, 
and other related aspects.
There Is a consensus among many authorities that most of the 
problems of the United States can be alleviated through educational 
approach, and there is an expectation that universities take 
responsibility for helping people solve their problems created by 
the social and economic revolution. The Cooperative Extension Service, 
as an integral part of the land-grant university, has developed the 
reputation, tradition, facility, and capability of performing 
functions by using the educational approach, and can be expected to 
fulfill broader roles in solving domestic problems. However, since 
no single college of the university can contain all of the disciplines 
needed for Extension work today and in the future, cooperation with 
and support from other colleges and departments which have 
competencies relevant to the Extension function is needed. Specialists 
from a wide spectrum of disciplines are required to backstop various 
Extension programs. It is ideal for faculty members to be assigned 
part-time to Extension work as a means of keeping in touch with 
societal problems, then making education more relevant, and acting as 
a source of knowledge for those in the field.
Wit denying the importance of needed adjustments between 
the Cooperative Extension Service and other agencies and organizations, 
this study is particularly interested in the intra-university relation­
ships between the Cooperative Extension Service and the other parts of 
the land-grant university. In the past, the Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service, as other Cooperative Extension Services, was 
structurally attached to the College of Agriculture. This structure 
was logical, since the emphasis of Extension was on agriculture.
In the last few years, however, this structure has become a limiting 
factor In Extension performing broader roles, which, to be successful, 
must have arrangements for university-wide support. "The 
administrative arrangements within the university should not only
permit but facilitate and encourage the channeling of all relevant
33university disciplines to the Cooperative Extension Service." It 
was in keeping with this concept that the Louisiana State University 
made an important organizational change by establishing the Center 
for Agricultural Sciences and Rural Development, incorporating the 
research and Extension activities of the University. The Chancellor 
of the Center is responsible directly to the President of the L.S.U. 
System, with the Cooperative Extension Service structurally 
separated from the College of Agriculture.
Whether or not this new structure will facilitate and 
encourage the channeling of all relevant university disciplines to 
support the Cooperative Extension Service will depend on many factors. 
One important consideration is the attitude and perception of the 
university faculty toward the Cooperative Extension Service. Attitude 
and perception will substantially influence the effectiveness of 
communication between the Extension Service and the other parts of 
the university which do not have traditional cooperation with the
16
34Extension Service. Regarding communication, Rovetch reporting a 
study that Inquired Into the problems and practices of Extension In 
the land-grant colleges and universities stated that "...there was 
little experience to guide any Institution attempting to enter the 
maze of unexplored relations. Even when the two types of Extension 
(Cooperative Extension and Continuing Education) function side by 
side on the same campus, they do not communicate. In the land-grant 
Institutions with which Cooperative Extension is formally associated, 
probably no more than one top administrative officer out of five 
could offer a reasonably accurate Interpretation of Extension's 
traditions, structure, and functions, not to mention Its prospects 
for the future. Needless to say, Cooperative Extension Is equally 
Ignorant of the campus. Such facts Indicate the dimensions of the 
problem In establishing a new pattern of Interaction and the 
administrative system to guide It."
If the above situation, as reported by Rovetch, Is true, then
there Is a dilemma In land-grant universities. On one hand the
university is expected to have broader responsibility in solving
domestic problems through program activities conducted by an expanded
Cooperative Extension Service, and on the other hand the Cooperative
Extension Service Is conceived as an isolated and self-contained
35system within a university. This dilemma undoubtedly must be 
solved, otherwise it is doubtful that the university will be able to 
perform successfully a new and broader role in the society.
34Warren Rovetch, op. cit., p. 225. 
35Ibld., p. 227.
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The Problem to be Studied
Attitudes are a basic component of human behavior. An
Individual's actions, regardless of the object at which they are
36directed, are determined to some degree by attitudes. This action 
tendency dictates that if an individual holds a positive attitude 
toward Extension programs, he will be disposed to reward or support 
the programs. On the other hand, a negative attitude pre-disposes 
him to hamper or to oppose the programs. In other words, attitudes 
have driving force, and knowledge of attitudes supplies the basis 
for prediction and control of behavior.
Faculty attitudes toward Extension work and toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service, motivation and knowledge are important 
factors in determining how well the faculty will perform their role 
in Extension. If the Cooperative Extension Service is rated as a 
marginal division of the university, for instance, then non-Extension 
faculty who work with the Extension Service will have a feeling of 
inferiority, which in turn will effect the quality of performance of 
the Cooperative Extension Service. If this were to happen, it would 
prevent the Cooperative Extension Service from fully exploiting the 
opportunities granted by the society and the government. If the 
Cooperative Extension Service is at odds with the goals of the faculty 
members or lacks their support, it cannot hope to achieve its end.
A faculty member's favorable or unfavorable attitude toward
36D. Krech, R. S. Crutchfield and E. L. Ballachey, Individual 
in Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962), p. 139.
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the Idea of Extension Education may In part influence him in making 
decisions to support or reject the proposed expansion of Extension 
Education programs. It is of Interest then for professional extension 
educators to investigate the attitudes toward Extension Education and 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service of various groups of 
university faculty as a partial indication of the support for 
Extension programs.
The effect of faculty attitudes on the development of Extension 
Education has still another dimension. A faculty member's attitudes 
of acceptance, understanding, and respect for Extension Education and 
the Cooperative Extension Service will tend to spread to other 
members and to officials of other institutions and agencies. On the 
contrary, the attitude of rejection and misunderstanding of the ideas 
of Extension Education may lead to underrating of the Extension 
activities and the Cooperative Extension Service, and lessen faculty 
commitment to Extension programs. First-rate faculty members of 
relevant departments may be difficult to attract or hold. A vicious 
circle is created, where outstanding faculty members take positions ■ 
outside extension work, reinforcing or increasing the marginallty or 
low status of the Cooperative Extension Service.
Thus, this study is Interested in measuring the attitudes of 
faculty members of the Louisiana State University System toward the 
idea of Extension Education and toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service in its various aspects.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
A Review of Literature
This chapter is a review of literature on attitude theory and 
measurement, which will provide some insight into contemporary attitude 
theory to be used as the framework of this study. It briefly reviews 
the literature on why people have attitudes, what kinds of attitudes 
might be profitably considered, what determines attitudes, and what 
are the relationships between attitude and other behavioral variables.
In the past 40 years, studies on attitude theory and measure­
ment have been very intensive. This phenomenon indicates the 
important role of attitudes in the weave of human interactions, and 
in solving many problems. Triandis,^ for instance, wrote about 
attitude as follows:
"Many of the important problems of the latter 
third of the 20th century concern attitude. Perhaps 
the biggest problem is that the rich nations are 
becoming richer while the poor nations are becoming 
poorer in' a world that is progressively getting 
smaller. We have the technical knowledge to change 
the world, but most of us do not have the attitudes 
that can bring about that change."
Attitudes have an important role in determining overt human 
behaviors or actions. Hence, the study of attitudes is worthwhile.
^Harry C. Trlandis, Attitude and Attitude Change. (New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1971), p. 1.
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However, it is a mistake if one thinks that knowing all about attitudes 
can immediately solve the problems relating to human behavior.
Although there is some strong evidence that attitude is related to 
behavior, the relation should not be oversimplified to exclude other 
factors.
Definition of Attitude
The literature on attitude theory gives many definitions of
attitude used by different psychologists and other scientists, each
using their own reasons and arguments. The following list is a small
sample of attitude definitions which illustrates the existing
diversity in defining the concept.
"An attitude is a mental and neural state of readiness, 
organized through experience, exerting a directive or 
dynamic influence upon the individual's response to all 
objects and situations with which it is related 
(Allport, 1935)"
...an attitude is a predisposition to experience, to be 
motivated by, and to act toward, a class of objects in 
a predictable manner (Smith, Bruner, & White, 1956)
(Attitudes) are predispositions to respond, but are 
distinguished from other such states of readiness in 
that they predispose toward an evaluative response 
(Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957)
(An attitude is) a disposition to react favorably or 
unfavorably to a class of objects (Sarnoff, 1960)
...attitudes (are) enduring systems of positive or 
negative evaluations, emotional feelings, and pro or 
ucon action tendencies with respect to social objects 
(Krech, Crutchfield, & Ballachey, 1962)
Attitude is the affect for or against a psychological 
object (Thurstone, 1931)
Attitude i8...an Implicit, drive-producing response 
considered socially significant in the individual's 
society (Doob, 1947).
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Perhaps the most commonly accepted definition of attitude Is
that which divides attitude into three components— cognitions (or
beliefs or opinions), feelings (or emotions or affects), and action
tendencies (or behavioral intentions). This has been suggested by
2Krech, Crutchfield, & Ballachey, and many other psychologists. In
3support of this idea Trlandls defined attitude as follows:
An attitude is an idea charged with emotion which 
predisposes a class of actions to a particular class 
of social situations.
In summarizing his discussion on the attitude definition,
Triandii^ wrote:
Although there are many definitions of the term 
attitude, two themes are common to most of them;
(a) an attitude is a predisposition to respond; and
(b) an attitude is rep-esented by consistencies in 
the responses of individuals to social situations.
This study will employ the second theme, namely that an
attitude is represented by consistencies in the responses of
Individuals to social situations, and will measure the degree of
consistency by measuring the three components of attitude.
The Components of Attitude
'As discussed earlier, attitude consists of three components—  
cognitive, affective, and behavioral— which are mutually interdependent.
2D. Krech, R. S. Crutchfield, and E. L. Ballachey, Individual
in Society. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1962), p. 137-
146.
^Triandis, op. cit., p. 2.
^Ibid., pp. 6-7.
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The interrelationships between these three attitude components with 
respect to various objects become organized into enduring systems, 
called attitude. The cognitions of an individual about an object are 
influenced by his feelings and action tendencies toward that object.
A change in his cognitions about the object will tend to produce 
changes in his feelings and action tendencies toward it.
The cognitive component of an attitude consists of the beliefs 
of the individual about the attitude object. According to Fishbein 
and Raven,^ an individual's beliefs may not only evaluate a concept 
(attitude object) as "good" or "bad," "clean" or "dirty," but also the 
individual may believe or disbelieve in the existence of the concept, 
i.e. view it as "existent" or "non-existent," "probable" or 
"improbable," etc. In other words, the cognitive component refers 
to beliefs about the nature of the object and its relations to other 
objects, concepts, values, or goals. Fishbein** gave the following 
different types of beliefs as examples of cognitive component of 
attitudes:
1. Beliefs about the component parts of the object.
2. Beliefs about the characteristics, qualities, or 
attributes of the object.
^M. Fishbein and B. H. Raven, "The AB Scales: An Operational
definition of belief and attitude," in M. Fishbein, Reading in 
Attitude Theory and Measurement (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967),
pp. 183-189.
**M. Fishbein, "A Consideration of Beliefs and Their Role in 
Attitude Measurement," in M. Fishbein (Ed.), Reading in Attitude 
Theory and Measurement (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1967),
p. 259.
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3. Beliefs about the object's relation with other 
objects or concepts.
4. Beliefs about whether the object will lead to or 
block the attainment of various goals or "valued 
states."
In the discussion of attitude, Fishbein7 further pointed out 
that every concept contains an evaluative component. In other words, 
people have attitudes toward all concepts, or objects. Thus, in 
considering a belief statement, an individual not only has an attitude 
toward the object of belief, but he also has an attitude toward the 
"related object." For example, with respect to the statement that 
"The Cooperative Extension Service _is efficient," an individual has 
an attitude toward "efficient" as well as toward "the Cooperative 
Extension Service." Thus, every belief about an object contains a 
positive, negative, or neutral evaluative aspect.
The relation between the object of belief and the related 
object or concept may be either positive or negative, associative or 
dissociative. Therefore, as stated by Fishbein,** there are six basic 
types of belief statements:
1. The attitude object is positively associated 
with a positively evaluated concept.
2. The attitude object is positively associated 
with a neutrally evaluated concept.
3. The attitude object is positively associated 
with a negatively evaluated concept.
4. The attitude object is negatively associated 




5. The attitude object Is negatively associated 
with a neutrally evaluated concept.
6. The attitude object is negatively associated 
with a negatively evaluated concept.
The affective component of an attitude refers to the emotions 
connected with the attitude object. If an individual "feels good" 
or "feels bad," or is "pleased" or "displeased" about or "likes" or 
"dislikes" the attitude object, we would say that he has positive 
or negative affect toward the object. The way the individual feels 
about an attitude object is often determined by the previous 
association of the attitude object with pleasant or unpleasant states 
of affairs.
The relationship between attitude object and valued (or dis- 
valued) outcomes is also very important in developing the affective 
component. The individual's attitude toward a particular object 
depends on the instrumental relation between the object and the goal 
of the individual. He will experience positive affect toward the 
object if it helps him reach his goals, and negative affect toward the
9object if it hinders him or leads him to undesirable goals.
Katz and Stotland described the affective component of 
attitude as follows:^
^Trlandis, H. C., op. cit., p. 11.
^Daniel Katz and Ezra Stotland, "A Preliminary Statement to a 
Theory of Attitude Structure and Change," in Krech, Crutchfield & 
Ballachey, op. cit., p. 145.
Affective associations (component) lmve minimal 
cognitive content and little or no action orienta­
tion. This type of attitude is not related to other 
cognitive systems. It is an evaluative response 
based heavily upon emotional feeling evoked by the 
object. Because it has little or no action orienta­
tion, it is not possible to make prediction about 
the actions of an individual from a knowledge of 
his affective associations (alone).
The behavioral intention or action tendency component of an 
attitude includes all the behavioral readiness associated with the 
attitude, that is, a predisposition to action."^ If an individual 
holds a positive attitude toward a given object, he will be disposed 
to help or reward or support the object; if he holds a negative 
attitude, he will be disposed to harm or punish or destroy the 
object.
An individual’s behavioral intention, or what he would do 
toward an attitude object, is very closely related to norms of 
behavior— what people think he should do.l^
To conceptualize the relationships between these attitude 
components and tlir attitude objects., P.osenberg and Hovlnndl^ 
developed a schematic conception of attitude .as shovm in Figure 1.
^Vrlandis, F. C.t op. cit., p. 3.
^Kroci:, Crutchfield, and ballachey, op. cit., p. 140. 
l^Triamlis, U. C.., op. cit., p. .13.
l^Posenberg, M. .7. and llovland. C. I., "Cognitive, Affective, 
.•ind; ''•ehnviora.I CorporertF of Attitudes," in M. .T. P.osenberg, et a.1 ., 
Attitude Organization and Change (Mew Kaven: Yale University Press,
3960/1966), p. 3.
Please Note:
Figure 1 (page 26) and Figure 2 
(page 32), not microfilmed at 
request of author. Available for 
consultation at the Library of 
the Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College.
University Microfilms.
Using this schematic conception of attitude, Rosenberg and 
Hovland indicated that attitudes are predispositions to respond to 
some class of stimuli with certain classes of responses and designated 
the three major types of response as cognitive, affective, and 
behavioral. Further, these authors stated:
To a large extent these response classes are them­
selves abstractions or constructs and are typically 
inferred from the specific types of measurable 
response indicated at the extreme right (of the diagram).
Thus an individual's affective response toward another 
Individual may be inferred from measures of such 
physiological variables as blood pressure or' galvanic 
response (cf. Lawson and Stagner, 1957), but is more 
typically inferred from verbal statements of how much 
he likes or dislikes him. Similarly, how an individual 
will act toward a given situation may be evaluated by 
how he does respond when directly confronted with the 
situation but may also be inferred from what he says 
he will do in the given situation. Cognitions include
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perceptions, concepts, and beliefs about the attitude 
object and these are usually elicited by verbal 
questions In printed or oral form.*5
According to Trlandls, ^  F i s h b e i n , 17* 18 an(j Krech, Crutchfield
and B a l l a c h e y , -*-9 the three components of attitude are generally closely
related, or tend to be consistent, However, there are circumstances
20that can produce inconsistent components. Trlandls, for instance, 
indicated that "...there is much evidence that these three components 
of attitude interact with each other and tend to become consistent; 
when one changes, say affect, it will tend to change the other two. 
Also, when a person behaves he changes his cognitions and affect to 
"bring them into line" with his behavior, so that most of the 
cognitive element found in a person at a given moment of time tend 
to be consistent."
Because of the high correlation between the three components 
of attitude, many psychologists measured attitude toward a particular 
attitude object only by measuring one of the three components.21
l^Rosenberg and Hovland, op. cit., pp. 3-4. 
l^Triandis, op. cit., p. 4.
^Fishbein, op. cit., p. 257. 
l^Fishbein, op. cit., p. 477-491.
l^Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, op. cit., pp. 142-143.
20rriandis, op» cit., pp. 22-23. ».
2lRosenberg and Hovland, op. cit., pp. 5-6.
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However, if the attitude object was divided into several parts, then 
the subject's responses (cognitive, affective, behavioral) toward 
each part were not necessarily consistent.
The Objects of Attitudes
The object of an attitude may be anything that exists for the
individual. Thus an individual may have a vast array of attitudes
toward objects, whether they are physical objects, such as a car, a
house, food, or social objects, such as persons, groups, organizations,.
social events, or ideas. An individual may have an attitude even
toward himself.
However, there is a limit to the number of individual's
attitudes. An individual has attitudes only toward objects which
22exist in his psychological world. He may not have an attitude 
toward a particular object, if the object does not exist in his 
psychological world. The existence of an object is necessary, but 
not sufficient, condition for an individual to hold an attitude.
The Function of Attitudes
Two questions are Important. Why do people have attitudes?
Why is attitude important? An answer to the question of why people 
have attitudes may be sought in Bruner and White (1956), Katz and 
Stotland (1959), and Katz (1960). They suggest that:^
^Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, op. cit., p. 140.
^Triandis, op.cit., pp. 4-5.
(a) (People have attitudes because attitudes) help 
them understand the world around them, by 
organizing and simplifying a very complex Input 
from their environment;
(b) (Because attitudes) protect their self-esteem, 
by making It possible for them to avoid 
unpleasant truths about themselves;
(c) (Because attitudes) help them adjust In a complex 
world, by making It more likely that they will 
react so as to maximize their rewards from the 
environment;
(d) (Because attitudes) allow them to express their 
fundamental values.
These authors have argued that: (1) attitudes may express
some aspects of an Individual's personality; (2) attitudes help 
people adjust to their environment by providing a certain amount of 
predictability; (3) attitudes help people to adjust to their 
environment by making It easier to get along with people who have 
similar attitudes; and (4) the function of attitudes Is to provide 
some externallzatlon of Inner problems.
K a t z 2 ^ discussed attitudes as having four functions for the 
personality: (1) Instrumental, adjustive-utilltarlan. that Is the
adjustment function which Is derived from the tendency to maximize 
the rewards In the external environment and to minimize the penalties 
For example, an employee may support the policy of the company In
i
which he Is employed because he believes that the company can support 
him economically; (2) ego-defensive functions which are served by
24Ibld., p. 5.
2^Katz, D., "The Functional Approach to the Study of Attitudes 
in Public Opinion Quarterly. 1960, 24, pp. 163-204.
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attitudes that allow the individual to protect himself from acknowledg­
ing uncomplimentary basic truths about himself; (3) value expressive 
functions which happen if the attitudes give pleasure to the 
individual, because attitudes reveal some of the basic values the 
individual holds; (4) knowledge functions are based on the individual's 
need to give structure to his universe, to understand it, to predict 
events, etc.
The second question on the importance of attitudes may be 
answered by realizing that the attitudes an individual holds lead or 
direct the behavior of that individual. In other words, attitudes 
are important because they help people to predict the behavior of 
other people. IIow far attitudes can be used to predict behavior will 
be discussed in the following section.
The Relationships Between Attitude and Behavior
Traditional measures of attitude, inferred from what a person
says about an attitude object, or from the way he feels about it, or
from the way he says he will behave toward it, indicate that attitude
26is not likely to be related to behavior in any consistent fashion.
27The study of LaPiere suggested that there is no observed relation­
ship of any kind between attitude and behavior. However, according 
28to Triandis, it would be naive to conclude that there is no 
^Fishbein, op. cit., p. 491.
^ L a P i e r e ,  R .  T., "Attitudes versus Actions," in Fishbein (Ed.), 
pp. 26-31.
^Triandis, op. cit., p. 14.
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relationship between attitude and behavior.
If there seems to be no relationship between attitude and
behavior, It Is probably because the attitude was not measured In a
29proper way. As Fishbein said:
"While other investigators have also argued that 
traditional attitude measures will not predict 
behavior, they have usually questioned the measure 
of attitude rather than the assumption of an 
attitude-behavior relationship. More specifically, 
they have argued that most traditional measures of 
attitude are oversimplified, that most measures only 
consider an individual's "affective-feeling," and 
fail to take his cognitions and conations into 
account. Thus most investigators have attempted to 
resolve the attitude-behavior problem by expanding 
the definition of attitude to include affective, 
cognitive, and conative components."
Greenwald^O believes that everyday behavior is more properly 
regarded as a synthesis of cognitive, habitual (action tendency), and 
emotional (affective) elements. According to him, these three 
components of attitude have substantial consistency due to the 
following reasons:
(a) The components all derive from the experience 
of a single Individual.
(b) A single learning situation may simultaneously 
satisfy the conditions necessary for habit-, 
cognition-, and emotion-acquisition.
(c) A certain portion of the residual inconsistency 
may be removed by the operation of Intercomponent 
organizing process.
Figure 2 will help to explain the reasons of Greenwald.
^Fishbein, op. cit., p. 491.
30Greenwald, A. G., "On Defining Attitude and Attitude Theory," 
in Greenwald, Brock, and Ostrom (Eds.). Psychological Foundation of 
Attitude (New York: Academic Press, 1968)* p. 367.
So far, there is support for the view that attitude is 
related to behavior* However, behavior is not only determined by 
what people think about, feel about, and would like to do, but also 
what they think they should do, or social norms* by what they have
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usually done, their habits, and by the expected consequences of the 
behavior.
Thus, behavior is a function of (a) attitudes, (b) norms,
(c) habits, and (d) expectancies about reinforcement (consequences). 
Sugar In 1967 Indicated that "...when all four factors are 
consistent, there Is consistency between attitudes and behavior; 
when the four factors are Inconsistent, there Is much less 
consistency."32
To conclude this section, attitudes alone do not predict 
behavior; but attitude, together with norms, habits, and expectancies, 
do.
The Relationships Between Attitudes and Other Variables
It has been discussed earlier that attitudes consist of three 
components; those are feeling, belief, and action tendency. Action 
tendency is related to overt behavior. But overt behavior depends 
also on habits, norms, and expectancies, and on other attitudes toward 
other objects.
Attitudes and their components relate to behavior and the
other variables in complex ways. The following paragraphs are an
33abstract from what Triandis has indicated as the interrelationships 
among those variables.




Habits get established through learning processes. Norms of 
social behavior depend on communications with other people. Some 
norms are ambiguous and others are very clear; some deal with 
behavior in relation to specific positions in a social structure and 
are called roles, arid others apply to everyone in a given society; 
some prescriptive norms are very specific and tell us exactly what 
to do and others are quite general.
The action tendency of behavioral intention depends on the 
way a person feels about the attitude object and also on the expecta­
tions of the person concerning what will happen if he behaves in 
certain ways. There is evidence that these expectations Include ideas 
about the consequences of behavior; some of these consequences are 
pleasant and some are unpleasant. The action tendency will reflect 
both the expectations and the value of the outcomes. Of course, 
expectations depend on previous experiences and the confirmations of 
expectations on earlier occasions. The value of the outcomes will 
vary from person to person depending on the kinds of motives and 
values that the person has adopted as a result of his history of 
rewards and punishments.
Feeling or affect is acquired through classical conditioning, 
when a category of object is paired with pleasant or unpleasant events. 
Cognitive (belief) structures are acquired when categories (of objects) 
are frequently paired with other categories or events in the 
particular environment in which a person grows up. Thus, the 
attitudes of a person depend on the interactions of the individual 
and his environment.
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Furthermore, there is much evidence that the three types of 
components of attitude interact with each other and tend to become 
consistent; when one changes, say affect, it will tend to change the 
other two. Furthermore, when a person behaves, he changes his 
cognitions and affect to be consistent with his behavior.
Attitudes also depend on the kind of anchors that a person 
uses to understand his environment. He constantly compares himself 
with others who are in similar positions in the social structures 
in which he belongs. He is satisfied when his environment provides him 
with rewards that are comparable to the rewards received by his peers.
Social norms relate closely with beliefs about certain objects, 
and both imply certain behaviors and become concepts about proper 
behaviors toward the objects. If a person has a high tendency to 
comply with social norms (this is an Individual differences variable), 
then he probably will behave toward the object exactly like what is 
prescribed by the norms concerning the object. To the extent that 
he is conscious of his behavioral intentions, this may change his 
cognition structure, and also his affect.
If the object helps the person to achieve his goal 
(expectation), then this will change the affect, via conditioning, 
and will have an influence on the behavioral intentions and the 
cognitions. The other way around is also possible, that is, if the 
object hinders the person from achieving his goal, then his affect, 
cognition and behavioral Intention will change in a reverse direction. 
The final attitude will depend on the relative strength of the 
influences from the values, experiences, and norms, and it will reflect
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the way the object Is related to other objects.
The Use o£ Attitude Theory In This Study
The review of literature on attitude theory presented In this 
chapter was used as a framework of this study In measuring faculty 
attitudes toward Cooperative Extension Service, and In analyzing the 
attitude In relation with other variables. Attitude statements used 
In the questionnaire were constructed on the basis of the theory.
The process would be discussed In Chapter III.
Personal data, which would be treated as Independent variables, 
were used In the study to assess the expectations, experiences, and 
background of the respondents, as well as to assess norms of some 
groups of respondents. These variables would be presented in the last 
section of Chapter III. The attitude theory was also used in 
Chapter VII as a tool to draw conclusions from the data of the study.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Objectives of the Study
In an educational Institution the instructional component is 
a major factor in determining the success of its programs. In 
relation to the expected broader scope of the Cooperative Extension 
Service, all faculty members of the land-grant university must be 
considered as contributing to the goals of Extension Education, 
because they subscribe to the development of the subjects taught and 
provide learning experiences to the clientele.
This study was designed to assess faculty attitudes toward 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, and the idea of 
Extension Education. More specifically, the objectives were as 
follows:
(1) To study the attitudes of Louisiana State University 
faculty members toward the idea of Extension 
Education.
(2) To study the attitudes of Louisiana State University 
faculty members toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service.
(3) To examine attitudlnal differences among several 
groups of Louisiana State University faculty 
toward current Extension programs.
(4) To examine the attitudlnal differences among faculty 
members of Louisiana State University toward the 
proposed expansion of the functional scope and the 




Focus of the Study
Attitude is defined as an enduring system of positive or 
negative evaluations, emotional feelings, and pro or con action 
tendencies with respect to social objects.* Thus, attitude has 
three components which are interrelated and mutually interdependent. 
These are cognition, feeling, and action tendency.
The cognitive component of an attitude consists of the beliefs 
of the individual about the object. This component may also include 
the beliefs of the individual about appropriate and inappropriate 
ways of responding to the object. The most critical cognitions 
incorporated in the attitude system are evaluative beliefs which
involve the attribution of favorable or unfavorable qualities to the
2object.
The feeling component of an attitude refers to the emotions 
connected with the object, while the action tendency component 
includes all the behavioral readiness associated with the attitude 
object. Each of the three components of an attitude may vary in 
valence and in degree of multiplexity. Valence refers to the degree 
of favorability or unfavorability of an attitude toward a certain 
object. Thus, the cognitive component of an attitude may be highly 
favorable, highly unfavorable, or any degree in between. This also 
applies to the other two components of attitude. Multiplexity refers
*D. Krech, R. S. Crutchfield, and E. L. Ballachey, Individual 
in Society (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962), p. 139.
D̂. Krech and R. S, Crutchfield, Theory and Problems of Social 
Psychology (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 19471), p. 173.
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to the variation in the number and kind of the elements making up the 
components• The cognitive component, for example, may vary from 
minimal knowledge about an object to an exhaustive set of beliefs 
about the object. The same thing will apply to the feeling and action 
tendency components.̂
This study measured both valence and multiplexity of the 
attitude components of Louisiana State University faculty members 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service as well as the idea of 
Extension Education. In other words, faculty attitudes toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service and the concept of Extension Education 
were studied through the measurement of the valence and the multi­
plexity of the faculty's cognition about, feeling toward, and action 
tendency regarding the objects.
Six major topics about the Cooperative Extension Service were 
used to study attitudes. There were several sub-topics subsumed 
in these topics. The topics were:
(1) The concept of Extension Education.
(2) Organization of Cooperative Extension Service
(3) The clientele of Cooperative Extension Service.
(4) The quality of Extension work.
(5) The importance of the Extension programs.
(6) International programs.
Under the concept of Extension Education, topics such as 
philosophy of the university, educational character of Extension work,
^Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, op. cit., pp. 141-146.
were included. Topics In the area of organization were the relation­
ships within Louisiana State University, personnel, and Cooperative 
Extension specialists. Within the category of clientele were objects 
such as educational level, economic level, and special groups. Under 
the heading of quality of Extension work are topics such as prestige 
in Extension work, effectiveness, and the effects of Extension work 
on Louisiana State University. Such topics as areas of Cooperative 
Extension work, family living, and youth development are placed under 
the heading of Extension programs. And finally, International 
programs include the role of Louisiana State University in developing 
Extension work abroad.
The attitudes of faculty members toward these topics were 
studied in terms of the cognition, feeling, and action tendency.
Population of the Study
For the purpose of this study, faculty members of Louisiana 
State University were defined as those professionals who are employed 
by the university and categorized as teaching staff, research workers, 
Extension staff, and administrators. There are apparently some 
individuals who have joint assignments of teaching and administration, 
teaching and research, etc.
The teaching staff category included those who held the rank 
of professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and Instructor. 
Also included in this category were counselors of the Junior Division, 
and teaching staff of the Division of Continuing Education. Research 
staff Included those associated with the various academic departments, 
and research workers in the Agricultural Experiment Station and its
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branches throughout Louisiana.
The Extension staff Included State Office staff and field 
personnel In parish offices of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. In the category of administrator were Included all 
administrators concerned with academic affairs, such as President 
and Vice President of the university, Chancellors, Deans, Department 
Heads, the Registrar, Director of Experiment Station, and Director of 
Cooperative Extension Service.
In this study, the term Louisiana State University is used to 
refer to the University System, which includes five campuses at 
Baton Rouge, New Orleans, Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice.
However, the University Medical Center, which consists of School of 
Medicine, School of Dentistry, School of Nursing, School of Allied 
Health Professions, and Graduate (Medical) School in New Orleans, 
and School of Medicine in Shreveport, is not included in the study.
The total number of Louisiana State University faculty as 
defined, but not including the Medical Center, was 2287. The 
distribution of the faculty by campus and the Center for Agricultural 
Sciences and Rural Development can be seen in Table I. Samples of 
faculty members were taken from the population for pretesting the 
questionnaire, and as the final sample of respondents of the study.
The procedure of sampling is presented in another section of this 
chapter.
Attitude Scaling Method
Measurement is the assignment of numerals to objects or events
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according to a rule or a set of rules.^ When people attempt to 
measure attitudes, they assign numerals to persons according to a set 
of rules that are Intended to create a correlation between the 
assigned numeral and the person's attitude toward the object In
question.
TABLE I
DISTRIBUTION OF FACULTY MEMBERS OF 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY,3 
1972
Campus/Center Number of Faculty
Baton Rouge:
College cf Agriculture 223 
Non Agriculture 909 1,132
New Orleans (LSUNO) 431
Shreveport (LSU In Shreveport) 75
Alexandria (LSU at Alexandria) 72
Eunice (LSU at Eunice) 34
Center for Agricultural Sciences 
and Rural Development:
Agricultural Experiment Station^ 123 
Cooperative Extension Service 420 543
TOTAL 2,287
aUnofficial number; source LSU catalogs (1971/1972).
^Excludes those who have been classified In Baton Rouge Campus 
(College of Agriculture).
^Shaw, M. E. and Wright, J. M., Scales for the Measurement of 
Attitudes (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 15.
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Since an attitude is an intervening,^ or hypothetical^ variable, 
attitude measurement consists of the assessment of an individual's 
responses to a set of situations. In other words, people have to 
assess the measurable variables, i.e. affective, cognitive, and 
behavioral components of attitudes. The set of situations is a set 
of statements about the attitude object, to which the individual 
responds with a set of specified response categories, e.g. "agree" 
and "disagree."
According to other authorities, attitudes can be measured only 
on the basis of inferences drawn from how a person responds toward a 
given object.^ However, the measurement of attitudes must be indirect. 
For this study an attitude scale was developed, which consists of a 
series of statements to which an individual responds on some type of 
contlnum. The result of his responses provide a method of inferring 
something about his particular attitude toward the object in 
question.**
The method of summated ratings was used for this study because, 
compared with other techniques, it is less laborious but still
^Rosenberg, M. J. and Hovland, C. I., op. cit., p. 3.
6Shaw, M. E. and Wright, J. M., op. cit., p. 15.




9, 10correlates well with other scales. The procedure of this
ll 12scaling method Involved the following steps: * (1) the development
of a large number of statements relating to the objects of attitude 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service and the Idea of Extension 
Education; (2) the administering of these statements to a panel of 
"judges," consisting of five graduate study committee members and 
six other faculty members of L.S.U. They judged each statement 
whether or not It was measuring attitude toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service or the Idea of Extension Education (This step Is 
not used In Summated Rating method); (3) the pretesting of the 
"selected" statements with a number of respondents who Indicated for 
each statement whether they strongly agreed, agreed, were undecided, 
disagreed, or strongly disagreed; (4) the determination of a total 
score for each respondent by summing his responses to all the 
statements. For favorable statements, the strongly agree response 
was given a weight or score of 5, the agree response a weight of 4, 
the undecided response a weight of 3, the disagree response a weight 
of 2, and the strongly disagree response a weight of 1. For 
unfavorable statements, the scoring system was reversed, with the
^Edwards, Allen L., Techniques of Attitude Scale Construction 
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1957), p. 169.
^Seller, Lauren H. and Hough, Richard L., "Emperical Comparison 
of the Thurstone and Llkert Techniques," in Gene F. Summers (Ed.), 
Attitude Measurement (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,1970), p.171.
^Shaw and Wright, op, cit., p. 24.
^Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, op, cit., p. 153.
strongly disagree response being given the 5 weight and the strongly 
agree response the 1 weight; (5) analysis of the statements to select 
the most discriminating statements by computing for each statement 
the correlation coefficient between the score of that statement and 
the total score on all the statements. Those statements with 
correlation coefficient higher than 0.25 were retained for the final 
scale, because they measured the same attitude object as the other 
statements in the test; (6) the set of selected statements was given 
to the sample of faculty included in the study and an attitude score 
for each subject obtained by summing the scores assigned to the 
responses made to the statements.
An attempt was made to state one-half of the statements 
negatively or unfavorably, so that the strongly disagree response 
carried the 5 weight and the strongly agree response the 1 weight.
The other half consisted of positive or favorable statements toward 
the attitude object, for which the scoring system was reversed. The 
statements were placed in random order to minimize possible response 
set which can be generated if favorable or unfavorable statements 
are consecutively ordered.
Data Collection Technique
The mail questionnaire was used as the method of collecting 
data. This choice was made after considering the type of data to be 
collected,.the characteristics of the respondents, and the size of 
sample. The major consideration in choosing this method was that 
the respondents would "...have greater confidence in their anonymity,
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13and thus feel freer to express views...."
The set of statements was the same for all respondents. As 
the respondents were well-educated, it was assumed they would 
understand the statements without help from an Interviewer. Further­
more, in expressing attitudes, respondents were more likely to 
express their true beliefs and feelings if the questions were given 
in a "secret" way.̂  Consequently, the questionnaire was considered 
as the most appropriate technique of collecting data for the study.
The Construction of Attitude Statements
Originally, a total of 114 statements were prepared and edited. 
The following criteria were used in constructing the statements.
(1) The statements should not be factual or capable of being 
interpreted as factual; (2) the statements may not be interpreted in 
more than one way; (3) the statements should he relevant to the 
Cooperative Extension Service or the idea of Extension Education;
(4) the statements should not refer to the past, rather to the 
present; (5) the statements should be believed to cover the entire 
range of the attitude scale of interest; (6) the language of the 
statements should be simple, clear, and direct; (7) the statements 
should not be likely to be endorsed by almost everyone or by almost 
no one; (8) the statements should not use double negatives; (9) avoid 
statements containing universals such as all, always, none, and never.
13Claire Selltlz, et al., Research Methods in Social Relations. 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1959), p. 240.
14Ibid., p. 240.
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which often introduce ambiguity; (10) each statement should contain 
only one complete thought; (11) words that may not be understood by 
the-prospective respondents should be avoided; (12) statements 
should be short, rarely exceeding 20 words; (13) words such as only, 
just, merely, and others of similar nature should be used with care 
in writing statements.^
One-third of the statements were constructed to measure the 
valence and multiplexity of the beliefs of the subjects, one-third 
dealt with the feeling, and the remaining one-third related to the 
action tendencies of the subject.
The first criteria regarding factual nature of statements 
needs comment. In many instances, it was difficult to construct 
statements dealing with the cognitive (belief) component of attitude 
that were non-factual, or were capable of being interpreted as factual. 
Regarding this problem, Edwards^ wrote as follows:
Consider, for example, a subclass of statement 
about a psychological object such that we might agree 
that each statement in the subclass is a factual 
statement. If we further assume that the factual 
knowledge represented by each statement Is equally 
available to both those with favorable and 
unfavorable attitudes, then we might expect the 
probability of acceptance of a given statement to be 
the same for those with favorable and those with 
unfavorable attitudes. We can only say that, in 
general, we might expect this to be true, and that it 
will not necessarily be true for each and every 
factual statement. It may be, for example, that 
individuals with favorable attitudes toward the 
psychological object are in a better position to have
^Edwards, op. cit., pp. 13-14. 
^ibid., p. 11.
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become acquainted with a particular factual state­
ment than those with unfavorable attitudes! or 
vice versa. It may be true also that the particular 
kinds of facts that one learns about a psychological 
object are related to the particular attitude that 
one has toward the object.
Further, Edwards pointed out that this argument, of course, 
does not eliminate the basic problem that if a given statement is 
equally likely to be endorsed or accepted by those with favorable 
and by those with unfavorable attitudes, then that statement will not 
be useful in differentiating between those with favorable and those 
with unfavorable attitudes. This probability will not exist if we 
have prior knowledge that those with favorable attitudes are more 
or less likely to accept the statement than those with unfavorable 
attitudes. This problem was recognized and sought to be eliminated 
in the pretest of the study instrument. The pretest was designed to 
test whether or not the factual statements (dealing with belief) 
correlate highly with the nonfactual statements (dealing with feeling 
and action tendency).
A panel of 11 faculty members of Louisiana State University 
was asked to judge the "validity" of each attitude statement. The 
members of the panel were from five different academic disciplines, 
namely Extension Education, Rural Sociology, Agricultural Economics, 
Management, and Psychology.
The panel recommended that 57 statements were valid. However,
48 statements were considered as an appropriate number for pretest.
Six topics and 16 subtopics were Involved in the construction of the 
48 statements. The topics and subtopics which had been discussed 
earlier can be seen in Table II.
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TABLE II
TOPICS AND SUBTOPICS FOR CONSTRUCTING 
THE ATTITUDE STATEMENTS
Topics Subtopics
I. The concept of Extension 1. Philosophy of the university;
Education 2. Educational character of
Extension work;
3. Objectives of Extension work.
II. The organization of the 4. Relationships within the
Cooperative Extension University system;




III. The clientele of the 7. Educational level of the
Cooperative Extension clientele;
Service 8. Economics level of the
clientele;
9. Special groups as clientele.
IV. The quality of 10. Prestige in Extension work;
Extension work 11. The effectiveness of Extension
work;
12. The affects of Extension work
on L.S.U.
V. The importance of the 13. Areas of Cooperative Extension
Extension programs work;
14. Family living program;
15. Youth development program.
VI. International program 16. The roles of Cooperative 
Extension Service In under­
developed countries.
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Three statements were constructed for each subtopic, one dealing 
with belief (cognition), one with feeling (affective), and one with 
action tendency (behavioral). Thus, in all, there were 16 statements 
dealing with beliefs, 16 statements dealing with feelings, and 16 
statements with action tendencies. Twenty-four statements were stated 
in a negative way or unfavorable to the attitude object, and the other 
24 statements were stated positively or favorably. The 48 statements 
were then randomly ordered.
In addition to the attitude statements, a set of personal 
questions were included in the questionnaire. These questions covered 
the following information: Department, College, and Campus in which
the respondent was working, the number of years at L.S.U. as a 
professional employee, and present rank of the respondent, the 
academic degrees held and the institutions at which the degrees 
were received, the place of residence before college, whether or not 
the respondent ever lived on a farm, had been in a 4-H Club, the 
degree of involvement or acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension 
Service. Finally the respondent was asked to rate his own attitude 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service on a favorable-unfavorable 
continum.
The attitude statements and the personal questions which were 
used in the pretest can be seen at Appendix B.
Sampling Procedure
Data of this study were collected from a sample of faculty 
members of Louisiana State University. The selection of the sample 
followed the stratified-systematic-probability sampling procedure.
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The size o£ sample. A sample size of 350 was considered 
necessary to yield an adequate range of attitudes for statistical 
analysis of the data* The consideration was partly based on the 
result of pretest, in which about 50 percent of the pretest sample 
responded to the questionnaire.
Sampling. The following procedure was adopted, (a) The 
population was stratified into two major strata— agriculture and 
non-agriculture. The stratum of agriculture included faculty from 
the College of Agriculture (L.S.U. Baton Rouge) and the Center for 
Agricultural Sciences and Rural Development, which includes the 
Agricultural Experiment Station and the Cooperative Extension Service. 
In the stratum of non-agriculture were faculty of the Baton Rouge 
campus excluding the College of Agriculture, L.S.U. in New Orleans, 
L.S.U. in Shreveport, L.S.U. at Alexandria, and L.S.U. at Eunice.
(b) The two strata were sub-divided into two categories, 
namely administrators and non-administrators. Within the category 
of administrators were the President and Vice-Presidents of the 
university, Deans of Schools and Colleges, Department Heads, Director 
and Associate Director of Experiment Station, Superintendents of 
Experiment Station branches, and the Director and Associate Director 
of the Cooperative Extension Service. The non-administrator 
category included all other faculty which are not categorized as 
administrator.
(c) The numbers of administrators and non-administrators of 
each stratum and sub-stratum were obtained from 1972 catalogs of the 
L.S.U. campuses. About 50 percent of the administrators and about
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12.5 percent of the non-administrators were selected. The distribution 
of the selected sample by stratum can be seen in Table III.
TABLE III









1. College of Ag. 223 (19)a 10 53 63
2. Exp. Station 123 (17)b 8 36 44
3. Coop. Ext. Svc. 420 (3) 2 18 20
Subtotal 766 (38) 20 107 127
II. Non-Agriculture
4. Baton Rouge 
campus 909 (63) 31 88 119
5. New Orleans 
campus 431 (47) 24 44 68
6. Alexandria
campus 72 (5) 3 9 12
7. Eunice campus r c 34 (6) 3 6 9
8. Shreveport 
campus ' 75 (11) 6 9 15
Subtotal 1521 (132) 67 156 223
TOTAL 2287 (170) 97 263 350
aFigures in the parenthesis indicate the number of administrators 
within the population.
^Excludes those who have been categorized in the College of Agriculture. 
cThese three campuses will be combined in the data analysis.
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(d) Lists of the names of faculty by stratum were developed 
from the catalogs, and then samples were taken systematically from 
the lists. The first case of each stratum was taken at random, so 
that each name had probability to be picked as sample.
Collection of Data
The questionnaire was mailed to the sample faculty by either 
campus mall (for those at Baton Rouge campus) or postal system. A 
letter accompanied the questionnaire, explaining the purpose of the 
study and requesting faculty members to respond to the questionnaire. 
A copy of the letter can be seen at Appendix C. A self-addressed 
stamped envelope was enclosed to return the completed questionnaire. 
To maintain mailing records, the questionnaire was given a serial 
number so that after responding the name of the respondents were 
struck from the mailing list.
About four weeks after the mailing of the questionnaire, a 
follow-up letter was sent to faculty who had not responded. The 
follow-up letter is at Appendix £.
Treatment and Analysis of Data
Data contained in the completed questionnaires were coded 
and then punched on cards for computer analysis. Tabulations and 
statistical analysis were performed at the Louisiana State University 
Computer Research Center.
Analysis of variance and chi square were the major statistical 
analysis used in the study. However, other analyses and tests were 
done to check the "quality" of the attitude statements and the
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reliability of the instrument in measuring attitude. Correlation 
coefficients between the score of each statement and the total score 
of all statements were computed to check whether or not the statements 
discriminated different attitudes. Correlation coefficients between 
total score on each topic and the score of each statement dealing with 
the same topic were also computed to recheck whether or not the 
statements measured the same thing. The same analysis was done for 
each subtopic.
The reliability of the attitude scale was tested by using 
Kuder-Richardson formula 20. The analytical procedures were 
similar to those used in the pretest. The results of these analyses 
are presented in Chapter V.
There were 17 factors on which data was obtained from the 
completed questionnaires. These 17 factors were treated as independent 
variables, whereas the attitude scores were treated as dependent 
variables. Since there was a possibility of interaction between the 
several factors which would effect the dependent variable, two-way 
analysis of variance was performed to get the most reliable results.
The 17 factors were as follows:
1. Area of discipline.
2. Position in the university.
3. Institution of employment.






9. Place, of residence before college.
10. bve.r lived on a farm?
11. Ever been in 4-1! Club?
12. The extent of acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a client.
.1.3, The extent of acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a professional.
14. The extent of acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension 
Service as a neighbor, friend or relative of Cooperative 
Extension worker.
15. Performed Cooperative Extension activity last year.
16. The extent of knowledge about the structure and functions 
of the Cooperative Extension Service.
17. The extent of knowledge about the programs and activities 
of the Cooperative Extension Service.
The attitudinal differences among several groups of faculty 
members were tested for significance by analysis of variance. In this 
case, the attitudes being tested were those toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service in general, attitudes toward each topic, and 
attitudes toward each subtopic.
In addition to the above analysis,correlations were obtained 
between the attitudes scores and absolute number of years of employment 
at L.S.U., as well as the score on self-rated attitude toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service.
The results of these analysis, along with the interpretation 
and discussion, are presented in Chapter VI.
CHAPTER IV
PRETEST AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
The Procedure and the Results of the Pretest
The questionnaire for this study, consisting of 48 attitude 
statements and 12 personal questions, was pretested with a small 
number of Louisiana State University faculty members.
The purposes for pretesting the questionnaire were: (1) to
test the whole questionnaire as a data-collection instrument. The 
questions that seem clear to the designer may, in the pretest, not 
be explicit to the respondents. If that is the case, then corrections 
can be made. It also tests whether or not the instrument can really 
collect the data that is intended to be collected; (2) to select the 
attitude statements for the final attitude scale; (3) to provide a 
means of catching and solving unforeseen problems in the administration 
of the questionnaire, such as the length of the questionnaire, and the 
phrasing and the sequence of the questions; (4) to provide a base to 
estimate the percentage of response from the total sample.
Sampling for the pretest was done by using stratified- 
systematic sampling procedure. The population was first divided into 
the five campuses of L.S.U. The names of the faculty members at 
each campus were obtained from catalogs of the respective campuses.
It was decided to select a total of 75 respondents from all campuses, 
selecting proportionate numbers of respondents corresponding to the 
strength of the faculty at these campuses. The required number from
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each campus was ratndomly chosen from lists of the respective faculty.
In Table IV can be seen the number of sample of each stratum.
TABLE IV
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS INCLUDED IN THE PRETEST 
SAMPLE FROM DIFFERENT CAMPUSES 
OF L.S.U., 1972
Campus Number in Sample
Baton Rouge 44





The questionnaire, with accompanying letter, was sent to the 
faculty by mail. A stamped, pre-addressed envelope was enclosed to 
facilitate return of the questionnaire. Thirty-nine questionnaires, 
or 53 percent, were returned, of which 30 were considered valid for 
further analysis. The valid questionnaires represented 40 percent 
return, which was considered fairly good pretest.
Invalid responses on the pretest included four individuals 
who were not familiar with the Cooperative Extension Service and 
felt they were not competent to complete the questionnaire, two 
incomplete responses, and three blank returns from Individuals who 
had left the University.
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It was observed from the returned questionnaires that no change 
would be needed in the personal questions. The responses on the 
attitude statements were scored on a five-point scale. The total 
attitude score for each individual was obtained by summing the scores 
on the 48 attitude statements. Attitude scores on the 16 subtopics 
were obtained by summing the scores for the belief, feeling, and 
action tendency statements dealing with the respective subtopics.
Scores on the statements dealing with the belief, feeling and action 
tendency components of the Individual's attitude were also computed. 
There were 16 statements in each case.
The data were analyzed on computer to determine the following 
relationships:
(1) Scores on each statement and the total attitude score;
(2) Scores on three components of attitudes (belief, feeling, 
and action tendency);
(3) Multiple correlation coefficients between the total score 
on belief and the total scores on feeling and action 
tendency;
(4) Reliability coefficient of the attitude measurement device;
(5) Correlation coefficients between the respective scores 
on the belief, feeling, and action tendency components 
and the total score of these three components for each 
subtopic.
(6) Correlation coefficients between scores on belief, feeling, 
and action tendency for each subtopic.
The results of the computations are presented, along with the
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Interpretation and discussion of each result.
(1) Correlation coefficients between scores on each statement 
and the total attitude score. These correlation coefficients were 
needed to select the most discriminating statements, or the statements 
which measured the same attitude as the other statements in the test. 
The concept discriminating statement implies that people of differing 
attitude complexions respond to the statement in systematically 
different ways. For this purpose, statements which had a correlation 
coefficient higher than 0.25 were considered to be discriminative and 
retained in the final scale. This level of correlation is considered 
high in this type of study. Table V presents the correlation 
coefficients between the scores of each statement and the total score 
on all statements. It was observed that only six out of 48 statements 
had a correlation coefficient less than 0.25, four of these being 
negative correlations. According to the above guideline, these 
statements would have to be discarded from the attitude scale
(2) Correlation coefficients between total scores on the 
three components of attitude toward Cooperative Extension Service.
This analysis was needed to test whether the instrument supported the 
theory that the three components of an attitude toward a certain 
attitude object tend to be consistent or highly correlated.
It was observed that the correlation coefficients were 0.7927 
for belief and feeling, 0.7696 for belief and action tendency, and 
0.5959 for feeling and action tendency. In other words, the 
subjects' beliefs about the Cooperative Extension Service were
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TABLE V
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN THE ATTITUDE SCORES 
ON EACH STATEMENT AND THE TOTAL SCORE ON ALL 
STATEMENTS COMPUTED ON THE PRETEST OF 
L.S.U. FACULTY, 1972
Statement Correlation Statement Correlation
number coefficient Probability number coefficient Probability
1 -0.1692* 0.6254 25 0.6157 0.0005
2 0.1463* 0.5537 26 0.4642 0.0095
3 0.4783 0.0074 27 0.7059 0.0001
4 0.1904* 0.3145 28 0.6064 0.0006
5 0.2527 0.1748 29 0.2668 0.1507
6 0.4961 0.0054 30 -0.2690* 0.1472
7 0.4998 0.0051 31 0.4990 0.0051
8 0.5661 0.0014 32 0.6116 0.0006
9 0.5398 0.0024 33 0.4717 0.0084
10 0.5130 0.0040 34 0.6304 0.0004
11 0.5332 0.0027 35 -0.2936* 0.1117
12 0.7216 0.0001 36 0.6941 0.0001
13 0.5650 0.0015 37 0.5258 0.0031
14 0.6530 0.0002 38 0.3897 0.0314
15 0.3927 0.0300 39 0.3366 0.0657
16 0.5121 0.0040 40 0.3558 0.0509
17 0.6095 0.0006 41 0.5171 0.0037
18 0.6372 0.0003 42 0.6060 0.0006
19 0.7225 0.0001 43 0.6494 0.0002
20 0.6120 0.0006 44 -0.0069* 0.9697
21 0.5719 0.0013 45 0.6334 0.0004
22 0.7628 0.0001 46 0.6286 0.0004
23 0.6951 0.0001 47 0.7950 0.0001
24 0.5511 0.0019 48 0.3911 0.0307
*Correlation coefficient less than 0.25 or level for rejecting non- 
discriminating statements.
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consistent with their feelings about and action tendencies toward the 
same object. In addition, the subjects' feelings toward the object 
were consistent with their action tendencies.
It could be inferred that the attitude statements dealing with 
the three components of attitude toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service were properly constructed and yielded responses which supported 
the existing theory. However, it should be stated that this particular 
analysis alone cannot be used to justify the quality of the attitude 
measurement instrument. The results of analysis of other criteria 
should also be considered.
(3) Multiple correlation between total score on belief state­
ments and total scores on feeling and action tendency statements.
It has been observed earlier that the correlation coefficient between 
total score on belief statements and total score on feeling statements 
was 0.7927, and that between total score on belief statements and 
total score on action tendency statements was 0.7696. These figures 
indicate that the belief component of the subjects' attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service is highly consistent with both the 
feeling and action tendency components.
Multiple correlation coefficient is a measure of the relation 
of two or more variables with a given variable. This statistic was 
computed for the belief component in relation to the feeling and 
action tendency components. A multiple correlation coefficient
(^b.fa) of 0.8747 was obtained, indicating that’the relationship 
between belief on one hand and feeling and action tendency on the 
other was stronger when the latter two components were combined.
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In testing an instrument, multiple correlation analysis can be 
used to advantage in reducing the number of statements if that is 
desired. In this case, all belief statements could be left out, 
while retaining the feeling and action tendency statements with 
similar results. By knowing the scores on feeling and action tendency, 
the attitudes of the subjects, including belief, could still be 
assessed. If the "level" of knowledge (belief) of the subject was 
needed, this could be estimated from the score on the other two 
components and the multiple correlation coefficient.
(4) Reliability coefficient of the instrument. The reliability 
of an instrument is an indication of the extent to which similar 
responses are obtained upon repeated administrations. Since the 
questionnaire was designed in such a way that each statement had a 
scaled response, the Kuder-Richardson formula 20 was used to test its 
reliability.* The computation resulted in a reliability coefficient
of 0.91.
This was interpreted to mean that the instrument had a high 
reliability. In other words, if attitude was measured a number of 
times with the scale used, consistent results would be obtained.
(5) Correlation coefficients between score on statements of 
belief, feeling, and action tendency, and total score on the three 
components for each subtopic. The 48 attitude statements were 
constructed from 16 subtopics. Each subtopic had three statements
*Shaw, M. E., and Wright, J. M., op. cit., p. 17.
dealing with belief, feeling, or action tendency component of 
attitude. Each set of three statements was constructed as a scale 
to measure attitude toward a particular subtopic. Correlation 
coefficients were needed to test whether or not a set of three state­
ments really measured the same object (subtopic). The reasoning of 
this analysis is similar to that for selecting discriminating 
statements discussed earlier. The results of the computation are 
presented in Table VI.
Six out of 48 statements, or 12.5 percent of the statements 
had correlation coefficients less than 0.25. Two-thirds of all 
statements had coefficients higher than 0.50.
If conclusions were drawn from this analysis alone, it would 
appear that attitude responses toward subtopics 6, 13, 14, 15, and 16 
cannot be relied upon because one or two of the statements dealing 
with each subtopic had rather low correlation with the total score 
on the respective subtopic. Another kind of analysis, namely 
correlation coefficients between the attitude components for each 
subtopic, would be needed before making a final selection.
(6) Correlation coefficients between scores on statements 
of belief, feeling, and action tendency for each subtopic. This 
analysis was needed to see whether or not the subjects responded 
consistently to the three statements of each subtopic. It would be 
ideal if the responses to the three statements were highly 
consistent. The theory about attitudes, however, Indicates that 
the three attitude components are not necessarily consistent if the 
object is divided into several parts (subtopics). The correlation
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TABLE VI
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN SCORES ON STATEMENTS 
OF BELIEF, FEELING, AND ACTION TENDENCY,
AND TOTAL SCORE ON THE THREE 
COMPONENTS FOR EACH 
SUBTOPIC
Subtopic Belief Feeling Action tendency
































































































Subtopic Belief Feeling Action tendency
12. Cooperative 
Extension (8) (20) (29)
Specialist 0.5897 0.5096 0.7080
13. Home
Demonstration (2) (14) (45)
program 0.3640 0.4478 0.0904**
(36) (7) (19)
14. Youth program 0..1328** 0.3668 0.2522
15. Cooperative 
Extension (37) (42) (25)
personnel 0.1305** 0.2890 -0.0014**
16. International (48) (44) (40)
program 0.2538 0.1228** 0.3012
* Figures in parentheses indicate the number of statements in the 
questionnaire (Appendix B).
** Correlation coefficient less than 0.25.
coefficients are presented in Table VII. Eight of the correlation 
coefficients were negative; twelve were positive, but less than 0.25, 
and the rest were positive and higher than 0.25.
Statements which had a negative correlation should not be 
combined with the other statements to measure the subjects' attitudes 
toward that particular subtopic. The scores of such statements could, 
however, be treated individually to measure only belief, or feeling,' 
or action tendency of the subjects toward the subtopic. Statements 
which had positive correlation could be interpreted as being 
consistent with the other statements of the same subtopic, even in
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TABLE VII
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN SCORES ON STATEMENTS 
ON BELIEF, FEELING, AND ACTION TENDENCY 
FOR EACH SUBTOPIC
Subtopic Component Belief Feeling
Action
tendency
(11)(0.53) * (4)(0.19) (33)(0.47)
Belief 1.00 0.13 0.00
1. Philosophy of Feeling 0.23 1.00 -0.24
the university Action tendency 0.00 -0.24 1.00
(23)(0.69) (13)(0.56) (32)(0.61)
Belief 1.00 0.19 0.35
2. Areas of Feeling 0.19 1.00 0.33
Extension work Action tendency 0.35 0.33 1.00
(27) (0.70) (5)(0.25) (39)(0.34)
3. Educational Belief 1.00 0.25 0.02
character of Feeling 0.25 1.00 0.22
Extension Action tendency 0.02 0.22 1.00
(18)(0.64) (12)(0.72) (38)(0.39)
Belief 1.00 0.60 0.45
4. Objectives Feeling 0.60 1.00 0.44
of Extension Action tendency 0.45 0.44 1.00
5. Structure of (34)(0.63) (15)(0.39) (6)(0.50)
Cooperative Belief 1.00 0.19 0.30
Extension Feeling 0.19 1.00 0.43
Service Action tendency 0i30 0.43 1.00
(9)(0.54) (16)(0.51) (35)(-0.29)
6. Educational Belief 1.00 0.19 -0.03
level of the Feeling 0.19 1.00 -0.38








Belief 1.00 -0.05 0.003
7. Special groups Feeling -0.05 1.00 0.45
as clientele Action tendency 0.003 0.45 1.00
(21)(0.57) (3)(0.48) (30)(-0.27)
Belief 1.00 0.31 -0.13
8. Economic level Feeling 0.31 1.00 -0.56
of clientele Action tendency -0.13 -0.56 1.00
(22)(0.76) (43)(0.65) (31)(0.50)
Belief 1.00 0.50 0.37
9. Prestige in Feeling 0.50 1.00 0.20
Extension work Action tendency 0.37 0.20 1.00
(28)(0.61)*r(24)(0.55) (17)(0.61)
Belief 1.00 0.45 0.40
10. Effectiveness of Feeling 0.45 1.00 0.48
Extension work Action tendency 0.40 0.48 1.00
(46)(0.63) (41)(0.52) (47)(0.79)
11. Effects of Belief 1.00 0.33 0.65
Extension on Feeling 0.33 1.00 0.50
L.S.U. Action tendency 0.65 0.50 1.00
(8) (0.57) (20)(0.61) (29)(0.27)
12. Cooperative Belief 1.00 0.13 0.13
Extension Feeling 0.13 1.00 -0.07
Specialist Action tendency 0.13 -0.07 1.00
(2)(0.15) (14)(0.65) (45)(0.63)
13. Home Belief 1.00 0.29 -0.05
Demonstration Feeling 0.29 1.00 0.31








Belief 1.00 0.25 0.36
Feeling 0.25 1.00 0.63
14. Youth program Action tendency 0.36 0.63 1.00
(37)(0.52) (42)(0.61) (25)(0.61)
15. Cooperative Belief 1.00 0.25 0.44
Extension Feeling 0.25 1.00 0.49
personnel Action tendency 0.44 0.49 1.00
(48)(0.39) (44)(-0.007)(40)(0.35)
Belief 1.00 0.17 0.18
16. International Feeling 0.17 1.00 0.30
program Action tendency 0.18 0.30 1.00
The figure in the first parentheses in each cell indicates the 
number of the statements in the questionnaire (See Appendix B) .
The figure in the second parentheses is the correlation coefficient 
between the score on the particular statement and the total score 
011 all statements (See Table V).
the case of correlation coefficients lower than 0.25.
Selection of Statements for the Final Attitude Scale
The selection of attitude statements for the final scale was 
done through the following steps.
(1) Elimination of all belief statements. It was shown 
earlier that 53 percent of the pretest sample responded to the 
questionnaire. It was reasonable to hypothesize that the percentage 
returns would increase if the questionnaire was shorter. This 
meant reducing the number of statements. It was considered necessary
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to get a higher percentage of returns to yield an adequate range of 
attitudes for the statistical treatment of the data.
From the earlier analysis, it was seen that the three components 
of attitude correlated highly with each other. Therefore, if belief 
statements were left out, attitudes could still be assessed through the 
other statements. It was considered desirable to eliminate belief 
statements in view of the fact that they might be interpreted as 
factual, and accepted as such. Consequently, only feeling and action 
tendency statements were retained in the questionnaire.
(2) Elimination of statements having negative correlations 
with the total score on all statements, and elimination of some 
subtopics. After eliminating the belief statements, the data in 
Table V can be rearranged by subtopics and presented in Table VIII. 
There are still four statements (no. 4, 30, 35 and 44) having 
correlation coefficients less than 0.25, which indicated that the 
individual statements did not measure the same thing as the other 
statements. Such statements should be eliminated from the attitude 
scale.
If these four statements were eliminated, then there would be 
no need to retain the four other statements dealing with the same 
subtopics. These statements are numbered 3, 16, 33, and 40 in 
parentheses (Table VIII) . The four sets of eliminated statements deal 
with subtopics 1, 6, 8, and 16 (Table VIII). Consequently, these 
four subtopics should be eliminated from the scale. The subtopics 
are Philosophy of the University, Educational level of the clientele, 
Economic level of the clientele, and International program.
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TABLE VIII
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN SCORES ON FEELING 
AND ACTION TENDENCY STATEMENTS, AND TOTAL SCORE 
ON ALL STATEMENTS, BY SUBTOPICS
Action
Subtopic Feeling tendency
1. Philosophy of the university (4) 0.1904* (33) 0.4717
2. Areas of Extension work (13) 0.5650 (32) 0.6116
3. Educational character of 
Extension (5) 0.2527 (39) 0.3366
4. Objectives of Extension (12) 0.7216 (38) 0.3897
5. Structure of Cooperative 
Extension Service (15) 0.3927 (6) 0.4961
6. Educational level of clientele (16) 0.5121 (35)--0.2936*
7. Special groups as clientele (10) 0.5130 (26) 0.4642
8. Economic level of clientele (3) 0.4783 (30) -0.2690*
9. Prestige in Extension work (43) 0.6494 (31) 0.4990
10. Effectiveness of Extension work (24) 0.5511 (17) 0.6095
11. Effects of Extension to L.S.U. (41) 0.5171 (47) 0.7950
12. Cooperative Extension Specialists (20) 0.6120 (29) 0.2668
13. Home Demonstration program (14) 0.6530 (45) 0.6334
14. Youth program (7) 0.4998 (19) 0.7225
15. Cooperative Extension personnel (42) 0.6060 (25) 0.6157
16. International program (44)--0.0069* (40) 0.355S
Figures in parentheses indicate the number of the statement in the 
questionnaire (See Appendix B).
Correlation coefficient less than 0.25.
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After the process of elimination, 12 subtopics were retained, 
each consisting of two statements dealing with feeling and action 
tendency. The total number of statements finally retained was 24.
These statements were reordered randomly for the final questionnaire 
(See Appendix D).
Referring back to Table VI, it can be seen that one of these 
24 statements had a negative correlation coefficient with the total 
score on the same subtopic, namely statement number 25 relating to 
subtopic number 15 (Cooperative Extension personnel). This negative 
correlation was obtained by including the belief statement in the 
computation. Since all belief statements would be excluded, the 
correlation would not be negative. This hypothesis can be supported 
by the fact that the correlation coefficient between feeling and 
action tendency statements of this particular subtopic, namely state­
ments 42 and 25 respectively, was positive (0.49 - Table VII). Thus, 
statement number 25 can be retained.
Attention should be given also to the subtopic Cooperative 
Extension Specialists. The feeling and action tendency statements of 
this subtopic correlated negatively with each other. However, both 
of them correlated positively with the total score (<0.25 - Table VIII) 
and could, therefore, be retained. They also had a high correlation 
with the total score of the three statements on that subtopic 
(Table VI). These two correlations were sufficient conditions to 
retain the two statements for the final attitude scale. The fact 
that they correlated negatively with each other was not sufficient to 
eliminate the statements. The feeling and action tendency components
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of attitude tend to be consistent, but not necessarily to be always 
consistent.
Interpretation of the Attitude Scores
One of the attributes of an attitude is its valence, or the 
degree of favorableness or unfavorableness toward the attitude object.
A person's attitude may always be characterized as pro or con, for or 
against the object. This means that somewhere between the two 
extremes the sign will change from positive to be negative, or vice 
versa. The region in which the attitude sign changes is called the 
neutral region, or zero region. An attitude score which falls in 
this region must be interpreted as no attitude, and not as neutral 
attitude, since attitude can be only positive or negative.
If a respondent obtained a score of 24 on the 24 statements, 
the score could be interpreted as indicating an unfavorable attitude, 
since, in order to obtain this score, the respondent would have had 
to have given a strongly disagree response to every favorable 
statement and a strongly agree response to every unfavorable statement 
in the scale. Similarly, if the score obtained by the respondent was 
120 on the 24 statements, it would be interpreted as indicating a 
favorable attitude. However, the interpretation of scores falling 
between those two extreme scores is not that simple, since this 
summated rating scale does not define the zero or neutral region on 
the favorable-unfavorable continuum.
Two ways of interpreting the attitude scores were employed in 
this study. Firstly, the scores were Interpreted by disregarding the 
zero point or region. Since the main interest of the study was to
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compare the attitude of one group of faculty members with other faculty 
groups toward the Cooperative Extension Service, the attitude scores 
could be Interpreted In a relative sense. A relative Interpretation 
of attitude scores was made In terms of the distribution of scores of 
all subjects. In other words, the arithmetic mean of all Individual 
scores was made In terms of the distribution of scores of all subjects. 
In other words, the arithmetic mean of all Individual scores was 
computed, and then used as the point of origin. The mean could also 
be assumed as representing the typical or average attitude of the 
faculty members toward the Cooperative Extension Service. Scores 
higher than the mean were Interpreted as more favorable than the 
average, and scores are lower than the mean were Interpreted as less 
favorable than average.
A second way of Interpreting the attitude scores was by 
assessing the degree of favorableness and/or unfavorableness of the 
attitude. For crude purposes, this method Is sufficient to know the 
valence of an Individual's attitude. This method of Interpreting 
attitude was possible In the study because two dimensions of attitude 
were being measured, namely feeling and action tendency, and attitude 
Is a function of these components.
Data from the pretest was analyzed by the above method. A 
total score on all feeling statements was first obtained. This 
score was divided by the number of feeling statements on the scale 
(16) to give an average score for the feeling component. The 
scores on action tendency statements were treated In a similar way.
Data for these two attitude components are presented In Table IX.
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TABLE IX
TABULATION OF FEELING, ACTION TENDENCY, AND TOTAL 
ATTITUDE SCORES, AND THE POSITION IN THE 
ATTITUDE GRAPH, BY RESPONDENT
Reap.
No.
















1 76 69 145 V V.F.
2 66 54 120 IV F.
3 60 54 114 IV F.
4 61 56 117 IV F.
5 52 42 94 III N.
6 65 59 124 V V.F.
7 62 54 116 IV F.
8 45 49 94 III N.
9 57 55 112 III N.
10 58 56 114 III N.
11 61 67 128 V V.F.
12 76 66 142 V V.F.
13 61 65 126 V V.F.
14 55 58 113 III N.
15 67 63 130 V V.F.
16 57 56 113 III N.
17 58 53 111 III N.
18 57 54 111 III N.
19 56 65 121 IV F.
20 57 55 112 III N.
21 70 50 120 IV F.
22 58 53 111 III N.
23 64 59 123 V V.F.
24 65 55 120 IV F.
25 69 58 127 IV F.
26 52 43 95 III N.
27 64 56 120 IV F.
28 69 59 128 V V.F.
29 65 60 125 V V.F.
30 72 62 134 V V.F.
V.F. ■ very favorable; F. ■ favorable; N. ■ no attitude.
A graphic representation of the data is presented in Figure 3. The 
horizontal axis of the graph indicates the score of the feeling 
component of attitude, and the vertical axis the score of the action 
tendency component. The Intersection of these two scores gives the 
location of an individual's attitude on the graph.
All possible attitude scores fell within the large square ABCD. 
This square sub-divided into nine smaller squares of equal size, and 
numbered from I through V, as shown in Figure 3. Attitude scores 
were interpreted as follows:
Interpretation





Of the 30 respondents on the pretest, ten had a very favorable 
attitude toward the Cooperative Extension Service, nine indicated 
favorable attitudes, and the remaining 11 expressed no attitude.
When the total attitude scores of individuals in these three groups 
(very favorable, favorable, and no attitude) was statistically 
analyzed (analysis of variance), the results indicated that the three 
groups are highly significant different, with F -28.9438. The 
result may be Interpreted as supporting the validity of the model 
(graph) in interpreting the attitude scores.
The total attitude scores in Table IX have been rearranged 
according to their positions or interpretations in the attitude graph, 
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Feeling score
Figure 3. Attitude graph of the respondents of the pretest study. 
Note; Refer to the data of the first three columns of 
Table IX. I - Very unfavorable attitude; II ■ 
Unfavorable attitude; III ■ No attitude; IV ■ . 
Favorable attitude; V ■» Very favorable attitude.
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attitude scores 114 and 127. A score of 114 could be Interpreted 
either to mean no attitude or a favorable attitude. The Interpretation 
would depend on the separate scores for feeling and.action tendency.
For example, the score of 127 on the attitude graph was Interpreted 
as favorable. However, four scores less than 127, namely 123, 124,
125, and 126 respectively, fell In the very favorable square on the 
graph. The score 127 was, therefore, Interpreted as favorable, and 
not very favorable, because the score on feeling was not consistent 
with the score on action tendency. The ability of this model to 
discriminate this phenomenon Is an advantage of the two-dimensional 
approach In attitude measurement over the uni-dimensional approach.
TABLE X
TABULATION OF ATTITUDE SCORES ACCORDING TO 





















From Table X, It could be concluded that about 36 percent of 
the pretest respondents did not have any attitude toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service, compared with 30 percent who had a 
favorable attitude, and about 34 percent who had a very favorable 
attitude. None of the respondents had unfavorable or very unfavorable 
attitudes. The high percentage of those who had no attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service was not surprising. This 
Interpretation was consistent with the fact that 34 percent of the 
respondents felt they were either generally uninformed or completely 
uninformed about the Cooperative Extension Service. This fact 
supports the theory that, If a person does not know about an object, 
then he has no attitude toward It.
CHAPTER V
FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD THE 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
This chapter presents a descriptive analysis and interpretation 
of Louisiana State University faculty members toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service. A separate chapter will be devoted to faculty 
attitudes toward some selected issues of Cooperative Extension. The 
measurement of faculty attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service, however, was done through the measurement of attitudes toward 
selected issues with respect to Cooperative Extension.
The Distribution of Respondents
A total of 254 out of 350 questionnaires were returned, which 
was equal to 73 percent. However, 36 of the returned questionnaires 
could not be processed for further analysis because of several reasons. 
Twenty-six questionnaires were returned blank, two were incomplete, 
and eight were too late to be included. Of the 26 blank returns, 11 
respondents had resigned from L.S.U., two were on sabbatical leave, 
three respondents gave no explanation, seven indicated they were 
incompetent to respond, and the remaining gave other reasons.
. The number of valid respondents was 218, consisting of 94 or 
43 percent from the field of agriculture, and 124 or 57 percent from 
non-agriculture fields. The total number was also broken down 
according to their position, i.e., 63 respondents or 29 percent were 





A further breakdown of respondents according to home institution or 
campus is presented in Table XI.
TABLE XI
THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY FIELD,




Adminis- : Non-Admin- : 
trator : istrator : Total Percent
0)n College of Agriculture 8 39 47 2194J Experiment Station^) 6 24 30 14H9O•H
Cooperative Ext. Serv. 3 14 17 8
60 Subtotal: (17) (77) (94) (43)<!
Q> L.S.U.-Baton Rouge^) 19 47 66 30
9 L.S.U.-New Orleans 15 15 30 14
1 f-t S3 9 L.S.U.-S+A+E3) 12 16 28 13O  O S5 *rtH
4? Subtotal: (46) (78) (124) (57)
TOTAL 63 155 218 100
Percent 29 71. 100
1) Excludes those in the College of Agriculture.
2) Excludes those in the field of Agriculture.
3) Combination of campuses of Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice.
Due to inadequate distribution of respondents, in some analyses, 
the faculty of the College of Agriculture, Experiment Station and 
Cooperative Extension Service was combined into one class, namely, 
agriculture, for comparison with respondents in L.S.U.-Baton Rouge,
L.S.U.-New Orleans, and L.S.U.-Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice.
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Internal Consistency of the Attitude Scale
An attempt to recheck the Internal consistency of the attitude 
scale was done by computing the correlation coefficients of the score 
on each statement and the total score on all statements. The results 
of the computations are presented In Table XII. It was observed that 
23 out of the 24 statements had correlation coefficients higher than 
0.25, and only one statement, I.e., statement Number 15, had a 
correlation coefficient less than 0.25. It has been stated earlier 
that for the construction of attitude scale, the correlation coefficient 
between scores on a statement and total scores on all statements which 
had a value of 0.25 or more was considered high enough. Therefore, 
the 23 statements which had correlation coefficients larger than 0.25 
had to be Interpreted as consistent with all statements as a whole.
In other words, each of those statements measured the same attitude 
object as the others. An exception was the statement Number 15, which 
had a coefficient less than 0.25. This statement was selected In the 
scale due to the pretest correlation coefficient of 0.2668, which was 
larger than 0.25. However, In the real test, the coefficient became 
0.2349. This statement was the weakest point of the attitude scale; 
but since its coefficient value was still positive and nearly 0.25,
It scarcely affected the whole instrument as an attitude scale. Thus, 
the instrument was considered as having had Internal consistency and 
measured the attitudes toward Cooperative Extension Service.
Reliability Coefficient of the Attitude Scale
The scale which consisted of 24 attitude statements was tested
TABLE XII
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN THE SCORE 
ON EACH STATEMENT AND TOTAL SCORE 
ON ALL STATEMENTS (N»218)
Statement Correlation
Subtopic number!) coefficient
1. Educational character of Extension 1 0.4199
19 0.2522
2. Objectives of Extension 5 0.3927
18 0.3635
3. Structure of Cooperative Extension 8 0.5225
Service 2 0.4685
4. Cooperative Extension personnel 21 0.4449
13 0.4888
5. Cooperative Extension specialists 11 0.4029
15 0.2349*
6. Special groups as clientele 4 0.4047
14 0.3846
7. Prestige in Extension work 22 0.6580
16 0.3451
8. Effectiveness of Extension work 12 0.4575
9 0.6088
9. Effects of Extension on L.S.U. 20 0.4758
24 0.6472
10. Area of Extension work 6 0.4150
17 0.3928
11. Youth program 3 0.5806
10 0.5627
12. Family living program 7 0.5202
23 0.6380
1) The number refers to the number of the statement in questionnaire
(See Appendix D) .
* Correlation coefficient less than (>.2500.
All these correlation coefficients were highly significant (p<0.01)
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for Its reliability. As in the pretest, Kuder-Ricliardson formula 20* 
was used since the Instrument was designed to treat each statement as 
a scale in itself. The computation yielded a reliability coefficient 
of 0.8304, which was considered fairly high. This meant that if the 
instrument was used again with the same population, the result would 
likely be consistent.
Faculty Knowledge About the 
Cooperative Extension Service
The respondents were asked to rate the extent of their 
knowledge about the Cooperative Extension Service, whether they were 
very well informed, somewhat informed, vaguely informed, generally 
uninformed, or completely uninformed. The object, namely, the 
Cooperative Extension Service, was divided into two parts, structure 
and functions, and programs and activities. The distribution of 
respondents on the 5-point knowledge scale with respect to both 
aspects is presented in Table XIII.
There was a high correlation between the respondents 
knowledge on both aspects of the Cooperative Extension Service (0.9071). 
This meant that the extent of knowledge of respondents on these aspects 




* ■ coefficient of reliability; n» the number of statements; s£" 
variance of the total attitude score; s*« variance of score on 
each statement.
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informed were combined inCo one category of informed and the other 
three categories were combined into an uninformed category, 58 percent 
of the respondents were informed about the Cooperative Extension 
Service, and the remaining 42 percent were uninformed.
TABLE XIII
THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THE EXTENT OF THEIR 
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS, AND 




Structure & Function : Programs & Activities
Frequency
• • • •
: Percent : Frequency
••
: Percent
Very well Informed 50 23 38 17
Somewhat informed 78 36 89 41
Vaguely informed 34 16 37 17
Generally uninformed 31 14 30 14
Completely uninformed 25 11 24 11
218 100 218 100
The respondents were categorized by their fields, namely, 
agriculture and non-agriculture, and by their positions— administrator 
and non-administrator. The distribution was given in Tables XIV and 
XV. Table XIV deals with the respondents' knowledge about the 
structure and functions, and Table XV deals with programs and 
activities. The distribution in both cases was very similar because 
of the high correlation between responses on these two aspects of the 
Cooperative Extension Service. Therefore, in the following discussion,
TABLE XIV
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY FIELD, POSITION, AND 
THE EXTENT OF THEIR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE STRUCTURE AND 
FUNCTIONS OF THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
The extent of knowledge
Field Position
• • • •• • • •















(N-77) 39 52 5 3 1 100












(N*46) 15 28 26 13 18 100
Non-administrator
(N-78) 3 26 23 28 20 100











TOTAL (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
X2 - 94.47 with d.f. - 12, p <0.001.
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TABLE XV
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY FIELD, POSITION, AND 
THE EXTENT OF THEIR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE PROGRAMS AND 
ACTIVITIES OF THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
__________________________  (N - 218)_______________________________
}


























(N«77) 27 60 9 3 1 100














(N«*46) 9 28 37 11 15 100
Non-administrator
(N®78) 4 31 17 28 20 100













TOTAL (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
X2 » 93.83 with d.f. » 12, p <  0.001.
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both aspects are combined In references to the extent of knowledge 
about the Cooperative Extension Service,
Of those who felt that they were very well Informed about the 
Cooperative Extension Service, 82 percent were from the field of 
agriculture, and the other 18 percent were from other fields. If the 
two categories of "informed" were combined, then 67 percent were from 
agriculture, and 33 percent from non-agriculture.
When the data was observed by class, 91 percent of respondents 
from agriculture felt that they were informed about the Cooperative 
Extension, compared with only 34 percent from the other fields. In 
other words, only nine percent of agricultural respondents felt that 
they were uninformed about Cooperative Extension, as compared with 66 
percent of non-agricultural respondents.
When both classes of agriculture and non-agriculture were 
broken down by position— administrator and non-administrator— only 
three percent of non-agricultural-non-administrators were very well 
informed about Cooperative Extension, compared with 65 percent of 
agricultural-administrator8. Another finding was the fact that only 
15 percent of the non-agricultural-administrator respondents were 
very well informed about the structure and function of the Cooperative 
Extension and only nine percent of them very well Informed about the 
programs and activities of the Cooperative Extension. When they were 
compared with the agricultural-administrator respondents, the 
difference was very significant, namely, 65 percent and 59 percent, 
respectively (See Tables XIV and XV).
These findings supported a commonly existing assumption that
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in land-grant university campuses, Cooperative Extension was only 
known by agricultural people, and the other people mostly were 
Ignorant concerning it.
Attitudes Toward Cooperative Extension Service:
A Relative Interpretation
The respondents' attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service were interpreted from their attitude scores. These scores 
were obtained by summing up the individual scores on all statements.
In other words, the attitude score was equal to the total score on 
all 24 statements. Theoretically, the minimum attitude score for this 
study was 24 if a respondent responded "strongly disagree" on all 
favorable statements, and "strongly agree" on all unfavorable state­
ments. The total number of attitude statements in the questionnaire 
was 24. The maximum score was 120 if a respondent responded "strongly 
agree" on all favorable attitude statements, and "strongly disagree" 
on all unfavorable statements.
The distribution of attitude scores of the respondents is 
presented in Table XVI and in Figure 4 in the form of a graph. With 
a range of scores from 67 to 120, a mean of 90, a mode of 94, a median 
of 90.5, and a standard deviation of 9.73, the distribution of 
respondents approached a normal distribution.
The relative interpretation of the attitude scores was done by 
computing the average score or the mean of all respondents' attitude 
scores, which was 90.7. This average score was Interpreted as the 
average or typical attitude of faculty members toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service, and was used as the point of origin to compare and
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to interpret tlic attitudes of different groups of f a c u l t y  members.
TABLE XVI
TI1E DISTRIBUTION OF ATTITUDE SCORES 
(N»218)
Score : Frequency Score : Frequency Score : Frequency
67 1 84 7 99 7
70 1 85 5 100 6
71 2 86 9 101 7
72 6 87 12 102 4
73 2 88 9 103 5
74 3 89 13 104 1
75 2 90 10 105 2
76 3 91 13 106 3
77 2 92 12 107 4
78 3 S3 6 108 2
79 6 94 14 109 3
80 3 95 2 110 2
81 2 96 5 113 1
82 4 97 4 114 1
83 3 98 5 120 1
Mean: 90.7 Standard deviation: 9.73
Median: 90.5 
Mode: 94
Since the mean and the median of the scores were almost the 
same, 90.7 and 90.5, respectively, about one-half of the total number 
of respondents hat! attitude scores less than the average, and the 
other half had scores higher than the average. This meant that about 
one-half of the respondents had more favorable attitudes than the 
typical faculty member, and the other half of the respondents had 
less favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service 
than the average faculty.
Figure 4
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Frequency Distribution of the Faculty Attitude Scores Toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service (N ■ 218).
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Attitudinal differences among institutions* When the 
respondents were categorized by their home institutions, the findings 
were more meaningful. The mean attitude score of each category is 
presented in Table XVII. The table reveals that respondents from the 
College of Agriculture, Agricultural Experiment Station, and Cooperative 
Extension Service, which comprised 43 percent of the total respondents, 
had more favorable attitudes than the average faculty, with a mean 
score of 94.8, whereas the respondents from the other institutions or 
campuses indicated less favorable attitudes than the average faculty 
member. The faculty of L.S.U.-New Orleans campus indicated the least 
favorable attitude, with a mean score of 86.0. L.S.U.-Baton Rouge 
campus, excluding agriculture, was next with an average of 87.5.
L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice, combined into one category 
with average score of 89.6, indicated the most favorable attitude 
among non-agricultural respondents. However, the attitude was less 
favorable compared with the average attitude of L.S.U. System faculty. 
The F value of 3.1170 indicated a significant difference among those 
institutions at the 0.03 level.
Attitudinal differences between administrators and non- 
administrators . A comparison between mean attitude scores of 
administrators and non-administrators is presented in Figure 5. In 
general, it could be concluded that administrators had more favorable 
attitudes than non-administrators. A comparison of administrators 
and non-administrators by institution followed the same trend. 
Administrators as well as non-administrators in agriculture Indicated 
the most favorable attitudes, followed by L.S.U.-Shreveport,
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Alexandria, and Eunice, L.S.U.-Baton Rouge, and the least favorable 
was L.S.U.-New Orleans. However, the F value computed for this 
purpose was less than 1, which indicated that the differences in 
attitude scores between those positions by institution were not 
significant.
TABLE XVII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE AMONG 
FOUR GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS 
BY INSTITUTION (N-218)
Mean
Institution Frequency Percent Attitude score F value Prob.
Agriculture-^ 94 43 94.8
L.S.U.-BR2) 66 30 87.5
L.S.U.-N03) 30 14 86.0
L.S.U.-S+A+E4) 28 13 89.6 3.1170 0.03
TOTAL 218 100
1) Includes College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative
Extension Service.
2) L.S.U. - Baton Rouge Campus, excludes Agriculture.
3) L.S.U. - New Orleans Campus.
4) L.S.U. - Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice Campuses.
Attitudinal differences among faculty in the fidld of 
Agriculture. Within the agriculture field, differences in attitudes 
were observed toward the Cooperative Extension Service. As expected, 
the respondents in the Cooperative Extension Service indicated the 
most favorable attitude (101.1). The next most favorable group was 
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5. Attitude levels toward Cooperative Extension Service according to specified institution and 
position. VOw
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score of 95.5. The least favorable was the attitude of respondents of 
the College of Agriculture with a score of 92.2. All the three 
average scores, however, were higher than the 90.7 average score of 
all respondents. This meant that agricultural respondents Indicated 
more favorable attitudes than the average faculty of L.S.U.
Academic degree and attitudes. The respondents were also 
categorized by their academic degrees: doctoral, master's, and
bachelor's. Of the 218 respondents, 63 percent held doctoral degrees, 
32 percent master's, and five percent bachelor's. The attitude scores 
of the respondents by degree are presented In Table XVIII. It was 
observed that within each category those who held doctoral degrees 
indicated less favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service than the others. With the exception of the administrators 
and those who had been with L.S.U. for more than 20 years, the 
persons with a doctorate indicated a less favorable attitude than 
the average faculty.
Among administrators, those who held doctoral degrees had an 
average attitude score of 91.5, whereas those who held master's 
degrees had a 97.1 average. Among non-administrators, the doctorate 
holders had 89.1 average, whereas those with master's had 90.8, and 
bachelor's had 93.1 average. However, the differences within this 
category were not statistically significant.
Respondents who graduated from land-grant universities with 
doctoral, master's and bachelor's degrees indicated more favorable 
attitudes toward Cooperative Extension than graduates from non- 
land-grant institutions. These differences were statistically
TABLE XVIII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION SERVICE AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS,
BY ACADEMIC DEGREE AND OTHER SPECIFIED CATEGORIES 
(OVERALL AVERAGE SCORE = 90.7; N = 218)
Academic degree
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significant nt the 0.09 level, with an F value of 2.3193.
There was some indication that the number of years at L.S.U. 
influenced attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service. 
Respondents with one to five years service at L.S.U. had an average 
attitude score of 89.5, those with six to ten years service had an 
average score of S9.6, eleven to twenty years service averaged 90.9, 
and those with more than twenty years service had a 95 average. The 
longer a faculty member was associated with L.S.U., therefore, the 
better his attitude toward Cooperative Extension Service became. This 
correlation did not hold completely if the respondents were observed 
by degree they held, as presented in Table XVIII. The attitude scores 
of those who held doctoral degrees slightly increased with the 
increase of years at L.S.U. For faculty members with master's degrees, 
the increase of the attitude score was more significant. The scores 
of those holding bachelor's degrees did not correlate with the number 
of years at L.S.U.
Land-grant university graduate. Data in Table XIX reveals that 
graduates from land-grant universities indicated better attitudes 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service than their colleagues who had 
not graduated from land-grant universities. The average attitude 
scores of those two groups were 91.8 and 88.2, respectively. The 
difference was significant at 0.06 level with an F value of 3.3099.
The data also indicated that administrators who graduated from 
land-grant universities had better attitudes than those who did not. 
Among non-administrators also, differences existed. The average 
score was 90.6 for land-grant graduates, and 88.4 for non-land-grant
TABLE XIX
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION SERVICE AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS,
BY ALMA MATER AND OTHER SPECIFIED CATEGORIES 
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Land-grant univ. Non land-grant univ.
Frequency : Mean Frequency : Mean F value : Prob.
Time at L.S.U.:
1 - 5  years (N«75) 47 (63%) 89.9 28 (37%) 88.6
6 -10 years (N*49) 33 (67%) 90.5 16 (33%) 87.6
11-20 years (N*»60) 45 (75%) 92.0 15 (25%) 87.4
21 & more years (N*«34) 29 (85%) 95.8 5 (15%) 90.4 <1
^Includes College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service. 
^Excludes Agriculture.
^L.S.U. Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice Campuses.
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graduates. However, the F value was less than 1, which Indicated that 
the differences were not significant.
When the respondents were categorized by their hone institutions, 
the difference between land-grant graduates and non-land-grant graduates 
still existed except for persons in agriculture. Within the category 
of agriculture, which included the College of Agriculture, Experiment 
Station, and Cooperative Extension Service, graduates from land-grant 
universities had less favorable attitudes than graduates from non- 
land-grant universities. Their average scores were 94.4 and 98.4, 
respectively. The F value of 1.6225 was significant at the 0.18 level.
The number of years service at L.S.U. also affected the 
attitudes of both land-grant university graduates and non-land-grant 
university graduates. The longer they had been associated with L.S.U., 
the better their attitudes were toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service, but, in each category of time, land-grant university 
graduates always indicated more favorable attitudes than their 
colleagues of non-land-grant graduates (Table XIX). The differences, 
however, were not significant.
The extent of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as _a 
professional. Data dealing with this variable is presented in 
Table XX. It was surprising that more than 58 percent of the faculty 
members of Louisiana State University had been acquainted with 
Cooperative Extension as professionals, and only 42 percent had.not 
been acquainted. The 58 percent, however, were mainly agriculture 
faculty, because more than 95 percent of the agricultural faculty 
said that they had been acquainted with the Cooperative Extension as
TABLE XX
A COMPARISON OF ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
SERVICE AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS BY THE EXTENT 
OF THEIR ACQUAINTANCE WITH COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
SERVICE AS PROFESSIONALS (OVERALL AVERAGE 
SCORE WAS 90.7)
The extent of acquaintance with CES as professional
Very much : Some : Little : None
Respondent Groups 1 Freq.
••
i Mean
• • • •
: Freq.i Mean : Freq.
••
5 Mean
















Administrator (N-63) 21 100.4 24 96.0 11 92.3 44 87.4 100
Non-administrator (N*155) 21 95.1 25 90.9 13 91.9 41 86.1 100 < 1
Institution:
Agriculture1(N»94) 45 96.9 40 93.3 11 95.3 4 86.5 100
L.S.U.-Baton Rouge^ (N»66) 1 82.0 14 87.8 17 90.6 68 86.8 100
L.S.U.-New Orleans (N»30) 0 — 3 94.0 10 89.3 87 85.3 100




The extent of acquaintance with CES as professional
Total
freq. F value
Very much : Some : Little : None
Freq.
• » • «
: Mean :■ Freq.
• • • •





% Z % Z %
Degree:
Doctoral (N-138) 17 95.0 25 92.2 10 91.9 48 86.5 100
Master (N«69) 27 99.0 22 91.7 19 92.3 32 86.4 100
Bachelor (N=ll) 18 94.5 45 95.4 9 89.0 28 87.0 100 _4
•̂Includes College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service. 
^Excludes Agriculture.
3L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice.
value was not available due to confounded variables in statistical analysis.
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professionals. On the contrary, 70 percent of non-agricultural faculty 
members had not been acquainted with Cooperative Extension as profes­
sionals. In this category, L.S.U.-New Orleans had the highest 
percentage (87 percent).
Among the administrators, 44 percent had not been acquainted with 
Extension, compared \*ith 41 percent of the non-administrators. Concern­
ing academic degree, those who held doctoral degrees had the highest 
percentage of members who had not been acquainted with Cooperative 
Extension (48 percent). The next was the category of those holding a 
master's degree (32 percent), and the least was the bachelor's degree 
holders (28 percent). The higher the degree they held, the less likely 
were they committed with Cooperative Extension as professionals.
The extent of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as profes­
sionals was divided into four categories, namely, very much, some, 
little, and none. The degree of acquaintance correlated positively 
with the attitude scores, with a correlation coefficient of 0.3959.
This meant that the more someone was acquainted with Cooperative Exten­
sion, the higher his attitude score, or the better his attitude was 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service. These relationships can be 
seen in Table XX, the trend being for attitude scores to decrease with 
a decrease in the degree of acquaintance. An exception was L.S.U.- 
Baton Rouge, where an opposite trend was observed.
Table XX also revealed that those who had not been acquainted 
with Cooperative Extension had attitudes that were less favorable 
then the average attitude, while those who had been acquainted with 
Extension generally had more favorable attitudes than the average
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attitude. The differences, however, were not statistically significant.
Acquaintance with Extension as client and as friend of Extension
worker. Fifty-one percent of the respondents said that they had some
experiences as clients of the Cooperative Extension Service. For the
category of agriculture, the figure was 70 percent, compared with
37 percent for the non-agriculture category. Sixty-seven percent of
those who had lived on a farm had been clients of Cooperative
Extension, compared with 30 percent of those who had never lived on a
farm. There was a positive correlation (N ** 0.2575) between the
degree of acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension Service as
clients and the attitude.scores. The relation between the two
variables was as follows:





Even though the correlation was not high, apparently there was a
positive trend. The higher the degree of acquaintance, the better
the attitude became toward Cooperative Extension Service. Those who
had some or a little acquaintance had about the same attitude as the
average faculty of L.S.U. (90.7). Faculty who were well acquainted
had better attitudes, whereas those who had no experience as a client
had less favorable attitudes than the average.
The faculty members may have been acquainted with Cooperative 
Extension through their relationship with an Extension worker, a 
neighbor, friend or relative. More than 90 percent of th?
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agricultural faculty had this kind of relationship, but only slightly
less than 50 percent of the non-agrlcultural faculty. The degree of
acquaintance was also measured In terms of very much, some, little,
and none. The overall correlation coefficient between acquaintance
and the attitude scores was 0.3365. The mean scores for the various
levels of acquaintance were as follows:





As in the case of the client relationship with Extension, it 
could be inferred that the more someone was acquainted with an 
Extension worker, the more favorable his attitude was likely to be 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service.
Rank and attitude. The respondents were asked to indicate 
their present rank— professor, associate professor, assistant 
professor, instructor, or other (research associates, Cooperative 
Extension workers, and other positions). The frequency and mean 
score of each category is presented in Table XXI.
The last category in the table indicated the highest attitude 
score with 98.1 average. This was not surprising because this 
category Included 17 respondents of the Cooperative Extension Service, 
and the other 17 consisted mostly of those from agriculture (research 
associated). The category of professors was next, with an average 
score of 91.5, which was slightly more favorable than the average 
faculty. The associate professors, assistant professors, and
instructors indicated less favorable attitudes than the average.
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TABLE XXI
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE BY RANK 
(THE OVERALL AVERAGE SCORE IS 
90.7; N-218)
Rank Freq. Percent Mean score F value
Professor 75 34 91.5
Associate Professor 49 23 87.4
Assistant Professor 42 19 88.1
Instructor 18 8 89.0 — 1)Other 34 16 98.1
TOTAL 218 100
1) F value was not available due to confounded variables in the 
statistical analysis.
Sex and attitude. No attitudinal differences between the male 
and female faculty toward the Cooperative Extension Service were 
observed. The mean scores were near the average— 90.9 for the female 
faculty, and 90.7 for the male faculty.
Residence before college and attitude. There were some 
differences in the average attitude scores between the faculty members 
who before going to college resided on rural farms, rural non-farms, 
and in small towns and larger cities. The frequency and the mean 
score of each category is presented in Table XXII.
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TABLE XXII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE AMONG 
SEVERAL CATEGORIES OF RESPONDENTS 
BY RESIDENCE BEFORE COLLEGE 
(THE OVERALL AVERAGE 
IS 90.7; N-218)
Residence before college Freq. Percent Mean score F value
Rural farm 81 37 93.5
Rural non-farm 39 18 90.6
Urban under 50,000 46 21 90.1 — 1)Urban of 50,000 and over 52 24 87.1
TOTAL 218 100
1) F value was not available due to confounded variables In analysis.
Table XXII revealed that 37 percent of the respondents had a 
rural farm backgound, but further sorting Indicated that two-thirds 
of them were associated with agriculture at L.S.U. The sorting also 
Indicated that only about six percent of the agricultural respondents 
had an urban (50,000 and over) background, and about the same amount 
had a small town background. Respondents who had a rural farm 
background, that is who resided on rural farms before going to college, 
indicated better attitudes than the average faculty, with 93.5 average 
score. Respondents who came from rural non-farms and small towns 
(urban under 50,000) indicated attitudes toward Cooperative Extension 
Service approximately the.same as the average L.S.U. faculty, with 
90.6 and 90.1 averages, respectively. Respondents who came from 
bigger cities (urban 50,000 and over) indicated the least favorable
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attitudes toward Cooperative Extension, with 87.1 as an average score, 
which was also less favorable than the attitude of the average faculty.
Lived on farm and attitude. Fifty-eight percent of the 
respondents said that they had lived on farms; three-fifths of them 
were from agricultural institutions at L.S.U. Among the administrators, 
about 62 percent had lived on farms. There was also an indication 
that respondents who had lived on farms had more favorable attitudes 
toward the Cooperative Extension Service than those who had never 
lived on a farm. The first group also indicated better attitudes 
than the average faculty, with 92.6 score average, whereas, the 
second group indicated less favorable attitudes than the average 
faculty, with 88.2 score average. Data dealing with this matter was 
presented in Table XXIII, and the data indicated that the experience 
of living on a farm may have resulted in a better attitude toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service.
Membership in 4-H Club and attitude. Forty-five percent of 
agricultural faculty members had been in 4-H Clubs, compared with 
24 percent of the non-agricultural faculty. In other words, among 
the respondents who had been in 4-H Clubs, 59 percent were associated 
with the agricultural institutions of L.S.U. at the time of study.
Among the respondents who had never been in 4-H Clubs, only 35 percent 
were associated with agriculture at L.S.U.
Respondents who grew up on farms had a higher percentage of 
enrollment in 4-H Clubs than those who grew up in other environments.
108
TABLE XXIII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE AMONG GROUPS 
OF RESPONDENTS BY EXPERIENCE OF LIVING 
ON FARMS AND THEIR MEMBERSHIP IN 
4-H CLUBS (OVERALL AVERAGE 
SCORE IS 90.7; N-218)
Respondent group Freq. Percent Mean score F value
Had lived on a farm 








Had been in 4-H Club 








1) F value was not available due to confounded variables In analysis.
The following data reveal the comparison:
Residence before college Percent enrollment In 4-H Clubs
Rural farm 58
Rural non-farm 36
Urban under 50,000 17
Urban, 50,000 & over 8
This means that 58 percent of the respondents who resided on farms 
before going to college were enrolled in 4-H Clubs, compared with 
eight percent of those who resided in big cities. If it were looked 
at from the total number of respondents who had been in 4-H Clubs,
64 percent of them were from a rural farm, 19 percent from a rural 
non-farm, 11 from an urban community under 50,000 and- six percent
!
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from an urban community of 50,Q00 and over.
Experiences In 4-11 Clubs, which were sponsored by Cooperative 
Extension Service, yielded attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service which were different from those held by persons who had no 
such experiences. With an average score of 92.9, the ex-members of 
4—II Clubs had better attitudes than the average faculty, whereas, 
those who had no experiences in 4-H Clubs indicated less favorable 
attitudes, with an average of 09.7. The frequency and the scores 
are also presented in Table XXIII.
Attitudes of faculty members who had had Extension activity in 
the previous year. From the 218 respondents, 31 indicated that they 
had taken part in some Cooperative Extension activities during the 
previous year (1972). The 31 respondents all were from agriculture, 
more specifically, nine from the College of Agriculture, six from 
the Experiment Station, and 16 from the Cooperative Extension Service. 
Based upon the number of respondents of each respective organization, 
the number of faculty members who took part in Extension activity was 
19 percent for the College of Agriculture, 20 percent for the 
Experiment Station, and 94 percent for Cooperative Extension Service.
The mean attitude scores of those who had Extension activity, 
surprisingly, were lower than the scores of those who had not, 
especially in the College of Agriculture and Experiment Station. The 
faculty of the College of Agriculture who had Extension activity 
scored 88.7 on an average, compared with 93.0 of those who had not.
For the Experiment Station, the average score of those who had 
Extension activity was 93.5, compared with 96.0 of those who had not.
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The data revealed that, first, no one from outside the field 
of agriculture was Involved in Extension activity in the previous 
year. Second, the faculty from the College of Agriculture and 
Experiment Station who were involved in Extension activity indicated 
less favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service 
than the rest who were not involved in such an activity. The faculty 
of the College of Agriculture who did Extension activity even 
indicated less favorable attitudes than the average faculty of the 
whole university.
Knowledge and attitude. It was observed earlier in this 
chapter that most agricultural faculty members were informed about 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, and most of the other 
faculty members were uninformed about Extension (See Tables XIV and XV). 
In this section, the correlation between knowledge about Cooperative 
Extension and attitude toward Cooperative Extension is discussed.
The degree of knowledge of the respondents about the Cooperative 
Extension Service was rated by the respondents themselves in terms of 
very well informed, somewhat informed, vaguely informed, generally 
uninformed, and completely uninformed. The responses were scored as 
5, 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively. The subject of knowledge was 
divided into two parts, (1) the structure and functions, and (2) the 
programs and activities. The data revealed that the attitude scores 
correlated positively with both parts, with correlation coefficients 
of 0.4360 and 0.4403, respectively.
The respondents were categorized by the degree of their 
knowledge. The average attitude score for each category can be seen
Ill
in Figure 6. Since the degree of knowledge on both parts of the 
subject correlated highly (r ■ 0.9071) with each other, the discussion 
of both parts was combined. It was quite clear from Figure 6 that 
the relationship between the degrees of knowledge and the attitude 
scores followed a certain direction, namely, the higher the degree 
of knowledge, the higher was the attitude score. Respondents who 
felt that they were very well informed or somewhat informed indicated 
higher attitude scores than those who felt that they were uninformed 
or vaguely informed about the Cooperative Extension Service. Those 
who were informed yielded more favorable attitudes than the average 
faculty. Vague information yielded an attitude that was not quite 
different from the attitude of those who felt that they were 
generally uninformed. Both categories indicated attitudes which were 
less favorable than the average faculty member. Respondents who 
indicated that they were completely uninformed about the Cooperative 
Extension Service indicated the least favorable attitude.
Time at L.S.U. and attitude. It has been revealed earlier in 
this chapter that there were some indications that the longer the 
faculty member was associated with L.S.U. the more favorable his 
attitude was toward Louisiana Cooperative Extension.Service (See 
Tables XVIII and XIX). This was shown to be true in the case of both 
degree and alma mater. However, the correlation coefficient between 
the number of years at L.S.U, and the attitude score was low (r ■ 
0.2213)(p ■ 0.0014). Data in Table XXIV reveal the relationship 
between four categories of time (years) at L.S.U. and the corresponding 
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A comparison of mean attitude scores of several respondent groups by the extent of their 
knowledge about the .structure and functions and about programs and activities of the 
Cooperative Extension Service.
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In this paragraph. The attitudinal differences between those four 
categories, however, were not statistically significant,
TABLF. XXIV
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES AMONG FOUR 
DIFFERENT GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS BY THE NUMBER 
OF YEARS AT L.S.U. AS FACULTY MEMBER 
(THE OVERALL AVERAGE SCORE 
IS 90.7)
Respondent group Freq. Percent Mean score F value Prob.
Time at L.S.U.:
1-5 years 75 34 89.5
6-10 years 49 22 89.6
11-20 years 60 28 90.9
More than 20 years 34 16 95.0 < 1 NS*
TOTAL 218 100
*NS = non significant.
The Degree of Favorableness 
of the Attitudes
In this section, the attitude scores were interpreted in terms 
of their degrees of favorableness and unfavorableness. In other words, 
the scores on the attitude statements were used to assess the degree 
of favorableness or unfavorableness of the attitudes being measured. 
This method of interpretation was done by summing up the scores on all 
feeling statements, and also summing up all scores on all action 
tendency statements. This procedure was explained in the last section 
of Chapter IV. These two kinds of total scores were plotted on an
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attitude graph, and by doing so each respondent's attitude was 
assessed in terms of the degree of favorableness-unfavorableness on 
a 5-point scale. The respondents' total scores on all feeling 
statements, and the total scores on action tendency statements are 
presented in Table F-l to F-4 of Appendix F. The attitude graphs 
are presented as Figures G-l to G-4 of Appendix G, and the frequency 
distribution of the degree of favorableness of the attitudes is 
presented in Table XXV.
Data in Table XXV reveal that none of the faculty members 
indicated an attitude toward the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service which could be classified as unfavorable or very unfavorable. 
However, there was a considerable number of faculty members who, 
in fact, did not have any attitude toward Cooperative Extension 
Service.
In the field of agriculture, which included the College of 
Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service, 
the frequency distribution of the attitudes were as follows.
Among the administrators, all of them indicated attitudes, 24 percent 
being favorable, and the remaining 76 percent very favorable. Among 
the non-administrators, nine percent had no attitude toward the Coop­
erative Extension Service, 30 percent had favorable attitudes, and 
61 percent had very favorable attitudes. When the administrators 
and non-administrators were combined, eight percent of them indicated 
no attitude, 28 percent indicated favorable attitudes, and 64 percent 
indicated very favorable attitudes. The frequency differences 
between administrators and non-administrators in the degree of
TABLE XXV
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DIFFERENT DEGREES OF FAVORABLENESS 
OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE,
BY FIELD, INSTITUTION, AND POSITION (N = 218)
:The degree of favorableness of attitudes toward CES :
Field: Institution : Position
: Very : :. No : : Very : 
:unfavorable:Unfavorable:Attitude:Favorable:Favorable: Total : x2






- - 100 100
(N=39) 15 31 54 100
Altogether
(N=47) - 13 25 62 100
Exp. Station Administr.
(N-30) (N*6) - - - 67 33 100






— — — — 100 100
(N=14) - 14 86 100
Altogether






- - 24 76 100
(N«77) - - 9 30 61 100 2.26(NS)
Altogether
(N**94) — 8 28 64 100
(continued)
TABLE XXV (continued)
:The degree of favorableness of attitudes toward CES :
Field: Institution : Position
: Very : : No : : Very : 
:unfavorable:Unfavorable:Attitude:Favorable:Favorable: Total : X2
*/
















(N=66) _ 32 29 39 100
L.S.U.- Administr.
Kew Orleans (N=15) - - 40 20 40 100
H
(N=30) Non-adm.
(N=15) 40 40 20 100
§
Altogether
(N»30) 40 30 30 100





— — 17 33 50 100
and Eunice (N=>16) - - 25 44 31 100o25 Altogether




- 28 26 46 100
(N-78) - - 33 35 32 100 2.3487(NS)
Altogether
(N=124) 31 32 37 100
(continued) 116
TABLE XXV (continued)
:The degree of favorableness of attitudes toward CES :
Field: Institution : Position
' Very : : No : : Very : 
: unf avorable: Unfavorable: At t i tilde: Favor ab le: Favor ab le: Total :
w  c r/ w  
/c  / :  /o % % %
L.S.U. SYSTEM Administr.
(N=63) 21 25 54 100
.1 Non-adm.
(N-155) 21 32 47 100
Altogether




favornbleness of attitudes, however, were not significant.
Within the College of Agriculture, 62 percent of the faculty 
indicated a very favorable attitude (including 100 percent of the 
administrators), 25 percent Indicated a favorable attitude, and the 
remaining 13 percent indicated no attitude toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service. Of the faculty of the Agricultural Experiment 
Station (not including the faculty already classified as faculty of 
the College of Agriculture), 54 percent indicated very favorable 
attitudes, 43 percent indicated favorable attitudes, and three percent 
had no attitude. All faculty members of Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service indicated attitudes toward their home institution. 
However, only 12 percent of them indicated favorable attitude, while 
the remaining 88 percent indicated a very favorable attitude.
Non-agricultural institutions had a high proportion of faculty 
members who indicated no attitude toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service (31 percent). L.S.U. in New Orleans had the highest 
percentage of faculty members who indicated no attitude (40 percent). 
L.S.U. in Baton Rouge, excluding the College of Agriculture, was next 
with 32 percent, and the faculty of other campuses (Shreveport, 
Alexandria, and Eunice) had 22 percent. Of the non-agricultural 
institutions, 32 percent Indicated favorable attitudes, and the other 
37 percent had very favorable attitudes. The frequency differences 
between administrators and non-administrators in the degree of 
attitude favorableness was not significant.
Of the L.S.U. System as a whole, including agriculture and 
non-agriculture, 21 percent of its faculty had no attitude toward the
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Cooperative Extension Service, 30 percent had favorable attitudes, 
and the other 49 percent had very favorable attitudes. The frequency 
differences between administrators and non-administrators, system-wise, 
were also non-significant. The frequency difference between agriculture 
and non-agriculture, however, was highly significant with X^= 22.5912 
and p 0.01.
Among those who indicated no attitudes toward the Cooperative 
Extension Service, 15 percent were from agriculture, and the rest from 
non-agriculture. When the degree of knowledge about the Cooperative 
Extension Service of those who indicated no attitudes was checked, 
the data revealed that 37 percent of them were completely uninformed,
20 percent were generally uninformed, and another 15 percent were 
vaguely informed. The rest were either somewhat informed or very well 
informed, 17 and 11 percent, respectively. If the first three degrees 
of knowledge were combined into one category, uninformed, then the 
total would represent 72 percent of all respondents who indicated no 
attitude. In other words, 72 percent of those who indicated no 
attitude toward Cooperative Extension Service were uninformed about 
the Cooperative Extension Service.
i
CHAPTER VI
FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD SOME SELECTED ISSUES 
OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
This chapter presented a descriptive analysis and interpretation 
of Louisiana State University faculty members' attitudes toward some 
issues of Cooperative Extension Service. There were five selected 
issues to be studied: (1) the concept of Extension Education, (2) the 
organization of Extension Service, (3) the clientele, (A) the quality 
of Extension work and (5) the importance of Extension programs.
Faculty attitudes toward each issued were interpreted and analyzed 
separately in the following sections of this chapter.
Attitudes Toward the Concept 
of Extension Education
There were two subtopics dealing with this topic of issue, 
namely, educational character and objectives of Extension Education. 
There were two attitude statements for each subtopic, one dealing 
with feeling, and the other with action tendency. Thus, there were 
four attitude statements dealing with the concept of Extension 
Education.
Relative Interpretations. Respondents' scores on the two 
statements dealing with educational character of Extension were 
computed to get attitude scores on this particular subtopic. The 
same thing was done for the second subtopic. The attitude score 
on the issue was obtained by summing up the scores on the two
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subtopics. The mean scores on the subtopics and on the topic (issue) 
were presented in Table XXVI.
Education was the basic character of Extension Work. Table 
XXVI reveals that there were some attitudinal differences toward 
this basic character. The average score on this subtopic was 6.8.
It was indicated that the only group who scored better were the 
agricultural faculty members, with 7.4 mean score. The faculty of 
L.S.U.-New Orleans indicated the least favorable attitude with 6.2 
mean score, L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice were next with 
6.3, and finally L.S.U.-Baton Rouge (excluding Agriculture) with 6.4 
mean score. The attitudinal differences between these faculty groups 
were highly significant with F = 3.4199.
There was no significant difference of attitudes toward the 
educational character of Extension among faculty members grouped 
under different categories. For example, administrators had better 
attitudes than non-administrators, but the difference was not 
significant. Those who have been with L.S.U. for more than 20 years 
indicated better attitudes than those who had been associated with 
L.S.U. from one to five years, with 7.3 and 6.4 mean scores, 
respectively. The faculty who had been acquainted very much with 
Extension Service as professionals indicated better attitudes than 
those who had no experiences from an acquaintance with Extension 
Service as professionals. All these differences, however, were not 
significant statistically.
To understand the basic objective of Extension was another 
requirement to understand the concept of Extension Education. This
TABLE XXVI
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD TUE CONCEPT OF 
EXTENSION EDUCATION AND ITS SUBTOPICS: EDUCATIONAL
CHARACTER AND OBJECTIVES OF EXTENSION, AMONG 
SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS UNDER 
SPECIFIED CATEGORIES (N = 218)
••••
Respondent groups : Freq. Percent
•• Subtopic : Topic
:Educational Character : Obiectives of Ext. : Concept of Ext. Educ.
:Mean score : F value :Mean score: F value :Mean score: F value
Institution:
Agriculture* 94 
L.S.U.-Baton Rouge** 66 





























Administrator 63 29 6.8 8.2 15.1
Non-administrator 155 71 6.7 1.1640 1.9702 2.7608
218 100 P“0.28 p-0.15 p-0.09
Degree:
Doctoral 138 63 6.7 8.1 14.8
Master 69 32 6.8 8.1 14.9
Bachelor 11 5 6.9 1.1710 7.7 1.4077 14.6 2.2656
218 100 p=0.31 p“0.24 p=0.10
Alma Mater:
Land-grant univ. 154 71 6.8 8.0 14.9
Non-land-grant Univ. 64 29 6.6 2.3026 8.1 < 1 14.7 2.0760218 100 p*=0.12 R-0.M
(continued)
TABLE XXVI (continued)
Respondent groups : Freq. Percent
•• Subtopic : Topic
:Educational Character : Obiectives of Ext. : Concept of Ext. Educ.
:Mean score : F value :Mean Score: F value :Kean score: F value
Time at L.S.U.:
I - 5  years 
6 -10 years
II-20 years































Very much 45 21 7.6 8.2 15.8
Some 54 25 6.9 8.1 15.0
Little 28 13 6.4 8.4 14.8
None 91 41 6.4 < 1 7.9 < 1 14.2 <1218 100
* Includes College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service. 
** Excludes agriculture.
*** L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice (combined).
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was analogous to the measurement of attitude toward the concept of 
Extension Education. The average score on the two statements dealing 
with the objectives of Extension was 8.1. This figure Is higher than 
the average score on statements dealing with the educational character 
of Extension, which was 6.8. The phenomenon indicates that a better 
attitude (and understanding) was shown toward the Extension objectives 
than toward the educational character. Data on Table XXVI reveal 
that agricultural faculty members indicated better attitudes than 
faculty of other institutions within the University, and 
administrators' attitudes were better than non-administrators' 
(significant at 0.15 level). Surprisingly, alumni of non-land-grant 
institutions indicated better attitudes than alumni of land-grant 
institutions, even though the difference was not significant.
Table XXVI also revealed that a typical faculty member of 
L.S.U. scored 14.8 on statements dealing with the concept of Extension 
Education. Agricultural faculty members, again, indicated better 
attitudes toward the concept than other faculty members of the 
University. L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice, with 14.4 
average score, showed the best attitudes among non-agricultural 
institutions. L.S.U. in Baton Rouge was next with 14.3 average, and 
finally L.S.U.-New Orleans was the least favorable with 14.2. The 
F value of 2.6518 indicates that the attitudinal differences among 
these institutions are significant at 0.04 level.
Toward the concept of Extension Education, the administrators 
also indicated better attitudes than the non-administrators, with 
average scores of 15.1 and 14.7, respectively. The difference was not
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significant at 0.05 level, but was significant at 0.09 level. Faculty 
members who hold master's degrees showed better attitudes than those 
with doctoral and bachelor's degrees. The differences were significant 
only at 0.10 level. Under other categories, the attitudinal 
differences were not significant, as revealed by Table XXVI.
The degrees of favorableness of the attitudes. Using the same 
model of attitude graph and the consequent process as used earlier in 
Chapter V, the degree of favorableness or unfavorableness of attitudes 
of each respondent toward the educational character, objectives of 
Extension, and the concept of Extension Education were assessed. The 
result of the assessment was presented on Table XXVII-a, XXVII-b, and 
XXVII-c, in a form of frequency distribution.
It has been reviewed in Chapter I that Cooperative Extension, 
in rendering its "service" to the public, was emphasizing an. 
educational approach. Regarding this matter, Table XXVII-a revealed 
that within the field of agriculture, none of the respondents indicated 
a strong unfavorable attitude toward the approach. There were five 
percent of them who indicated unfavorable attitudes, and 28 percent 
indicated no attitudes. Most of the agricultural respondents, 
however, indicated either favorable or very favorable attitudes, 
with 26 percent and 41 percent respectively.
There was an indication that 19 percent of non-agricultural 
respondents were having either very unfavorable attitudes or 
unfavorable attitudes toward the educational character of Extension. 
More than bne-third of the total respondents of non-agriculture 
Indicated no attitudes, another 31 percent indicated favorable
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TABLE XXVII-a
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DEGREES OF FAVORABLENESS 
AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD 
TilE EDUCATIONAL CHARACTER OF EXTENSION,
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(d.f.=4)•►J Altogether (N=21B) 3 10 33 29 25 100
HlA *» not applicable due to the lack of validity.
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attitudes, and the remaining 13 percent indicated very favorable 
attitudes. In this category, the difference in frequency between 
administrators and non-administrators was also not significant 
(X2 - 1.9263; d.f. - 4).
University-wise, 13 percent of the respondents indicated 
either unfavorable or very unfavorable attitudes; 33 percent had no 
attitude toward the educational approach, and the remaining 54 
percent indicated either favorable or very unfavorable attitudes.
The difference in distribution between administrators and non­
administrators was also not significant (X2 ■* 1.9783; d.f. » 4).
Attitudes toward the objectives of Extension. Faculty attitudes 
toward the objectives of Extension were assessed through the attitude 
statements Number 5 and 18 in the questionnaire (Appendix D). Data 
on Table XXVII-b revealed that, in general, the attitudes of L.S.U. 
faculty members toward the objectives were much better than their 
attitudes toward the educational character of Extension. More 
specifically, 86 percent of agricultural respondents indicated either 
very favorable or favorable attitudes. Only 13 percent indicated no 
attitudes, and the remaining one percent, which could almost be 
omitted, showed very unfavorable attitudes. Within the non- 
agricultural institutions, the frequency distribution was very little 
different from that of agriculture. .
Attitudes toward the concept of Extension Education. These 
attitudes, as has been stated before, were assessed by combining 
the attitude scores on the educational character and the objectives
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TABLE XXVII-b
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DEGREES OF FAVORABLENESS 
AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD 
THE OBJECTIVES OF EXTENSION WORK,





The degree of favorableness
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% % % % % %
Administrator (N*17) 6 _ 6 6 82 100
Non-adminis. (N*=77) - - 14 21 65 100 NA
If Altogether (N*94) 13 18 68 100
^Administrator (N«*46) - - 13 28 59 100
3Non-adminis. (N-78)
1 rH
d a  . . . . . .
— — 14 32 54 100 NA
o o
g  *rH
^Altogether (N=124) <3 - 14 30 56 100
Administrator (N®63) 2 11 22 65 100
. Non-adminis. (N**155)
►3•
— — 14 27 59 100 NA
C/3
•
^ Altogether (N“218) 1 * 13 25 61 100
•̂ NA ■ not applicable due to the lack of validity.
of Extension. Data on Table XXVII-c were the result of the analysis 
through an attitude graph. The table revealed that, in general, none 
of the faculty members, with the exception of one percent, indicated 
neither unfavorable nor very unfavorable attitude. A higher percentage 
of the non-agricultural institutions indicated no attitudes towafd 
the concept of Extension Education (40 percent) than those of 
agriculture (15 percent). On the contrary, a smaller percentage of 
non-agricultural faculty members indicated strong favorable attitudes 
(14 percent) than those of agriculture (35 percent). Consequently, 
the frequency distributions of the degree of favorableness of 
agricultural faculty and non-agricultural faculty were quite different, 
but a statistical test was not applicable.
Attitude Toward the Organization 
of Extension Service
There were three subtopics dealing with the organization of 
Cooperative Extension Service, namely, relationships with other 
organizations within the University, Cooperative Extension specialists, 
and Cooperative Extension personnel.. There were two attitude state­
ments (in the questionnaire) for each subtopic, one dealing with 
feeling and another with action tendency. Thus, there were six 
attitude statements dealing with the organization of Extension 
Service.
Relative interpretation of the attitude scores . Respondents * 
responses to each statement were scored, and scores on the two 
statements dealing with relationships within the University were 
totaled to obtain attitude scores on this particular subtopic. The
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TABLE XVII-c
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DEGREES OF FAVORABLENESS 
AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD 
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^ Altogether (N=218) 1 29 47 23 100
^NA ® not applicable due to the lack of validity.
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same method was used to obtain the second and the third subtopics.
The attitude score on the organizational Issue was obtained by summing 
up the scores on the three subtopics. The mean scores on the subtopics 
and on the topic (Issue) were presented In Table XXVIII.
In the past, Cooperative Extension Service was an Integral 
part of the College of Agriculture. Therefore, it was widely believed 
that only departments within the College of Agriculture were Involved 
in the Extension activities. In this study, an attempt was made to 
know the reactions of faculty members regarding an idea of involving 
other departments and schools of the University into the activities 
of Extension Service. Data on Table XXVIII reveals that, generally, 
the faculty members indicated similar attitudes toward the sub-issue. 
There were some attitudinal differences among several groups of 
faculty members, but the differences were not significant. For example, 
the faculty of L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice indicated 
the most favorable attitudes toward the issue; administrators indicated 
better attitudes than non-administrators. One thing that needed to be 
observed was the fact that those who had been associated with L.S.U. 
for more than 20 years indicated the least favorable attitudes, while 
those who had been associated with L.S.U. from one to five years 
indicated the most favorable attitude. However, all these differences 
were not significant. ~
As has been stated earlier in this section, there were two 
statements which dealt with Cooperative Extension specialists. One 
statement dealt with the need of the specialists to be as well 
trained in their subject as the other faculty of the University, and
TABLE XXVIII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE ORGANIZATION OF 
EXTENSION SERVICE AND ITS SUBTOPICS: RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN
THE UNIVERSITY, EXTENSION SPECIALISTS, AND EXTENSION 
PERSONNEL, AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS 
UNDER SPECIFIED CATEGORIES
•• Subtopic :TOPIC: Organi-
•• Relationships : Ext. specialists :Ext. personnel :zation of Ext.
Respondent groups : Freq. Percent : Mean :F value: Meaa :F value : Mean :F value: Mean :F value
Institution:
(Av.=8.2) (Av."7.2) (Av.=8.3) (Av.*»23.7)
Agriculture*
























8.3 <1 7.1 1.8377(p»0.14)



















Doctoral 138 63 8.2 7.0 8.2 23.4




























•• Subtopic :TOPIC: Organi-
: Relationships :Ext. specialists :Ext. personnel :zation of Ext.
Respondent groups : Freq. Percent : Mean :F value : Mean :F value : Mean : F value : Mean :F value
Time at L.S.U.: '
(Av.**8.2) (Av.=7.2) (Av.=8.3) (Av.=23.7)

































CES as professionals: 
Very much 45 21 8.5 7.5 8.9 25.0
Some 54 25 8.4 7.0 8.3 23.6













* Includes College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service. 
** Excludes agriculture.
*** L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice (combined).
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the other statement dealt with the Idea of giving the specialists an 
additional compensation for travel throughout the state. The 
responses were inconsistent, in the sense that most respondents agreed 
with the first statement, but more respondents disagreed with the 
second than those who agreed. More specifically, 86 percent of the 
respondents agreed with the first statement, and only seven percent 
disagreed. Concerning the second statement, 39 percent agreed, but 
42 percent disagreed. Data in Table XXVIII reveal that, on the average, 
agricultural respondents indicated the most favorable attitudes 
toward the Cooperative Extension specialists. On the other hand, 
respondents of L.S.U. in Baton Rouge, which excluded agriculture, 
indicated the least favorable attitudes. Respondents from the other 
institutions (campuses) indicated attitudes which were close to the 
average attitude of all respondents. The attitudinal differences 
of the four institutions were not significant at 0.05 level, but 
significant at 0.14 level.
There was a significant difference (at 0.03 level) between 
the attitudes of respondents who were graduated from land-grant 
universities and those from non-land-grant universities. The first 
group indicated better attitudes toward the specialists than the 
second group. Attitudinal differences under other categories were 
not significant.
The responses to the statements which dealt with Cooperative 
Extension personnel were good, in the sense that most respondents 
scored high on both statements. More specifically, 81 percent of 
the respondents agreed that the personnel should receive equal pay
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to the other faculty of the University if experience and academic 
qualifications were equal* and only seven percent disagreed. There 
were 89 percent of all respondents who agreed that it was important 
for Extension personnel to be up-to-date with technical information 
for farmers as for university professors to be up-to-date with 
classroom students. Only five percent disagreed concerning this 
matter. Due to the consistency of responses, and also due to the 
agreement among the respondents, data on Table XXVIII did not reveal 
any significant difference of attitudes between several groups of 
respondents under specified categories.
Attitudes toward the organization of Cooperative Extension 
Service were assessed by combining the scores on the three subtopics. 
Data on Table XXVIII revealed that a typical L.S.U. faculty scored 23.7 
on this issue. By institution, agriculture and L.S.U. in Shreveport, 
Alexandria, and Eunice indicated better attitudes toward the 
organization of Extension than a typical faculty. On the other hand, 
L.S.U.-Baton Rouge and New Orleans indicated less favorable attitudes 
than average faculty attitudes. However, these differences were not 
significant.
By position, administrators indicated better attitudes than 
non-administrators. By academic degree holders, faculty who held 
doctoral degrees indicated the least favorable attitude than the 
others. These differences were not significant. Faculty who 
graduated from land-grant universities indicated better attitudes 
than those from non-land-grant universities. This difference was 
not significant at 0.05 level, but was significant at 0.15 level.
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The number of years at L.S.U. did not bring about significant 
attitudinal differences, but the faculty who were very much acquainted 
with Cooperative Extension as professionals indicated attitudes which 
were much better than those who had never become acquainted with 
Extension as professionals. Other faculty members who have had little 
or some experiences as professionals indicated attitudes which fall 
between the first two groups. These differences were not significant 
at 0.05 level, but they were significant at 0.12 level
The degree of favorableness of attitude. Using the attitude 
graph model, the degree of favorableness or unfavorableness of faculty 
attitudes toward the organization of Cooperative Extension Service 
and its three related subtopics were assessed. Data in Table XXIX 
revealed that 78 percent of the L.S.U. faculty members indicated very 
favorable attitudes toward the idea of expanding the relationships 
between the Cooperative Extension Service and the other parts of the 
university, another five percent were favorable, and only six percent 
were either unfavorable or very unfavorable. The remaining 11 
percent of the faculty indicated no attitude toward the idea. There 
was no indication that the difference of the frequency distribution 
between Agricultural faculty and non-agricultural faculty was 
significant.
Toward the Cooperative Extension specialists, 42 percent of 
the university faculty indicated no attitude, whereas 34 percent were 
very favorable, and another 15 percent were favorable. Toward this 
attitude object, nine percent of the faculty members Indicated either 
unfavorable or very unfavorable attitudes. The attitudinal difference
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TABLE XXIX
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE DEGREE OF 
FAVOPAPLENESS AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF 
THE FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD THE 
ORGANIZATION OF THE COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION SERVICE AND ITS 
RELATED SUBTOPICS
The degree of favorableness
Topic and subtopic 









































other parts of the 
University:
Agriculture (N=94) 4 2 8 4 82 100
Non-agric. (N=124) 2 3 13 6 76 100 N.A.
L.S.U. (N*=218) 3 3 11 5 78 100
Cooperative Extension 
specialists:
Agriculture (1!=94) 3 6 35 20 36 100
Non-agric. (N=124) 7 2 46 13 32 100 7.7593-
L.S.U. (N»218) 5 4 42 15 34 100 (p=0.09)
Cooperative Extension 
personnel:
Agriculture (N=94) - - 12 4 84 . 100
Non-agric. (N=124) 1 2 16 11 70 100 N.A.
L.S.U. (N-218) 0.5 1 14. f 8 76 100
Organization of Coop.
Extension Service:
* Agriculture (N»94) - 1 13 42 44 100
Non-agric. (N-124) - 2 21 46 31 100 4.8803-
L.S.U. (N-218) ** 2 17 45 36 100 (NS)
N.A. » not applicable due to the lack of validity.
1 d.f. “ 4
2 d.f. - 3
NS ■ not significant.
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between agricultural faculty and non-agricultural faculty was not 
significant at 0.05 level, but it was significant at 0.09 level.
Table XXIX also revealed that most L.S.U. faculty members 
(76 percent) indicated very favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative 
Extension personnel. In addition to those faculty members, another 
eight percent indicated favorable attitudes, whereas, 14.5 percent 
had no attitude. The remaining 1.5 percent of the University faculty 
indicated unfavorable attitudes toward the Extension personnel, and 
all of them were of non-agricultural institutions. The significant 
test of the attitudinal differences between agricultural faculty and 
non-agricultural faculty was not applicable.
The faculty attitudes toward the organization of the Cooperative 
Extension Service were assessed through the scores on the three related 
subtopics, i.e., relationships with other parts of the University, 
Cooperative Extension specialists, and Cooperative Extension personnel. 
The data of the last row of Table XXIX revealed that only two percent 
of the University faculty indicated unfavorable attitudes toward the 
organization. Seventeen percent of them had no attitudes toward the 
object, and the highest percentage (81 percent) indicated either 
favorable attitudes or very favorable attitudes. The differences in 
attitudes between agricultural and non-agricultural faculty members 
were not significant.
Attitude Toward the Clientele 
of Cooperative Extension
There were two attitude statements in the questionnaire which 
dealt with the clientele of the Cooperative Extension. The issue was 
whether it was important to "serve" small farmers and disadvantaged
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people, whether or not they were farmers (See statements Number 4 and
14 of the questionnaire in Appendix D). The responses to these two 
statements were consistent, in a sense that most respondents scored 
higli (agreed or strongly agreed to positive statement and disagreed 
or strongly disagreed to negative statement) to both statements. The 
following data explained the- consistency of the responses. More than 
60 percent of the respondents agreed with the roles of Extension in 
helping small farmers and disadvantaged people, compared with about
15 percent who disagreed. About 17 percent of the respondents were 
























Relative interpretation to the attitude scores. The scores on 
the two statements were totaled, and the mean scores of different 
groups of respondents were presented as a comparison in Table XXX.
The table revealed that the average score of all respondents was 
7.4495, and the mean scores of respondent groups of different 
categories deviated very little from those figures. Consequently, 




A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE 
CLIENTELE OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS BY 
SPECIFIED CATEGORIES 
(AVERAGE SCORE =7.4495; N = 218)
Respondent group Freq. Percent Mean score F value P
Field:
Agriculture 94 43 7.7 *
Non-agriculture 124 57 7.3
218 100
Position:
Administrator 63 29 7.5
Non-administrator 155 71 7.4 1.4181 NS**
218 100
Institution:
College of Agric. 47 22 7.3
Experiment Station 30 14 8.0
Cooperative Ext. 17 .8 8.3
L.S.U.-Baton Rouge*** 66 30 7.2
L.S.U.-New Orleans 30 14 7.4
L.S.U.-S+A+E**** 28 13 7.2 1.2713 NS
218 100
Alma Mater:
Land-grant university 154 71 7.4
Non-land-grant univ. 64 29 7.7 1.4118 NS
218 100
Membership in 4-11:
Had been in 4-H 73 33 7.4
llad never been in 4-11 145 67 7.5 *
218 100
Academic degree:
Doctoral 138 63 7.4
Master’s 69 32 7.6




Very much 45 20 7.7
Some 54 25 7.4
Little 28 13 7.4
None 91 42 7.4 1.0359 NS
218 100
* F value was not available due to confounded variables.
** NS = the differences between/among the group was not significant. 
*** Excludes agriculture.
**** L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice
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Relative interpretation o£ the attitude scores was done by 
comparing the mean scores of different groups of respondents. To this 
purpose, Table XXX shows that agricultural faculty members indicated 
better attitudes than the average University faculty, whereas, non- 
agricultural faculty members indicated less favorable attitudes than 
the average. The administrators had better attitudes toward the 
issue than the non-administrators, but respondents who graduated from 
land-grant universities indicated less favorable attitudes than those 
from non-land-grant institutions. Among other institutions within 
the University, the respondents of the Cooperative Extension Service 
indicated the most favorable attitudes. To this issue, respondents 
of the College of Agriculture indicated less favorable attitudes than 
the average faculty, and also less favorable than those of L.S.U. 
in New Orleans. The latter group of respondents Indicated the least 
favorable attitudes to many other Extension issues.
Table XXX also revealed that respondents who had been 
acquainted with Cooperative Extension as professionals indicated 
more favorable attitudes than those who did not have such an 
experience. Experiences in 4-H Clubs did not affect the respondents' 
attitudes toward the clientele of Extension, since those persons who 
had been in 4-H Clubs scored about the same with those who had 
never been in 4-H.
The degree of favorableness of attitudes. By using the same 
attitude graph model as has been used earlier, the degree of favorable­
ness or unfavorableness of attitudes toward the issue of Extension's
142
clientele was assessed. The following data was the result of the
assessment:

















The data revealed that most respondents (65 percent) Indicated 
either very favorable or favorable attitudes toward the Issue. 
Twenty-nine percent of the respondents had no attitude, and the 
remaining six percent Indicated either unfavorable or very unfavorable 
attitudes toward the nature of the Extension's clientele. The 
percentage distribution was rather consistent, but not the same, with 
the percentage distribution on page 139-
Attltudes toward the Importance 
of Extension Programs
Attitudes toward the Importance of Extension programs were 
assessed through three subtopics, namely, the areas of Extension work, 
4-H or youth program, and the Home Demonstration program. There were 
two attitude statements for each subtopic, one dealt with the feeling 
component of attitude, and another dealt with action tendency 
components of attitude. The two statements were used to assess 
respondents' attitudes toward the particular subtopic, and responses 
to the six statements were used to assess attitudes toward the 
importance of Extension programs.
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Relative Interpretation of the attitude scores. Scores on the 
tvjo statements related to each subtopic were totaled to obtain 
attitude scores on that subtopic. Attitude scores on the three sub- 
topics were totaled to obtain attitude scores on the Issue of 
Extension programs. The mean scores on the subtopics and the topic 
(Issue) were presented in Table XXXI.
Regarding the areas of Extension work, the two statements dealt 
with the expansion of the roles of Cooperative Extension to urban 
areas. Toward this subtopic, the respondents indicated somewhat 
different attitudes. Data in Table XXXI revealed that the 
agricultural respondents, along with those of L.S.U. in Shreveport, 
Alexandria, and Eunice, indicated less favorable attitudes toward the 
idea of role expansion than the respondents of L.S.U. in Baton Rouge 
and New Orleans. The differences were not significant at 0.05 level, 
but they were significant at 0.08 level. Toward the same subtopic, 
the administrators indicated more favorable attitudes than the non­
administrator respondents; graduates of non-land-grant universities 
indicated slightly better attitudes than.those of land-grant 
institutions. These differences, however, were not significant. It 
was interesting to note that the respondents who said that they had 
been very much acquainted with Cooperative Extension as professionals 
indicated the least favorable attitudes than other respondents who 
had little or no acquaintance with Cooperative Extension. This 
difference was also hot statistically significant.
Toward the Cooperative Extension's youth program (4-H Clubs), 
the respondents indicated attitudinal differences. Those of
TABLE XXXI
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE IMPORTANCE OF 
THE EXTENSION PROGRAMS AND ITS SUBTOPICS: THE AREAS OF
EXTENSION WORK, 4-H PROGRAM, AND HOME DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM, AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS 
UNDER SPECIFIED CATEGORIES
Subtopic : Importance of
: Areas of Work : 4-H program : Home Demon. : Ext. program
Respondent group : Freq. Percent : Mean :F value: Mean :F value : Mean :F value : Mean :F value
Institution:
(Av.“7.5) (Av.-8.2) (Av.=7.4) (Av.=23.2)
Agriculture*




















LSU S' + A + E 28 13 7.5 2.1999 8.3 2.3635 7.9 2.3497 23.7 2.6249
218 100 p=0.08 p=*0.07 p=0.07 p=0.05
Position:

























CES as professionals: 
Very much 45 21 7.4 9.1 8.1 24.5
Some 54 25 7.5 8.7 7.5 23.7










* Included College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service. 
** Excluded agriculture. *** LSU in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice (combined).
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Agriculture Indicated the most favorable attitudes, with 8.9 mean 
score. Faculty members of L.S.U. In Shreveport, Alexandria, and 
Eunice also Indicated better attitudes than the average faculty 
members of the whole university, with 8.3 mean score. The average 
faculty members scored 8.2 on the 4-H Issue, Those respondents of 
the Baton Rouge campus (excluding Agriculture) and New Orleans campus 
indicated attitudes which were less favorable than the average faculty, 
with 7.8 and 7.0 mean scores, respectively. All these differences 
were significant at 0.07 level.
No attitudinal difference was found between administators and 
non-administrators toward the 4-H program, but, in this case, graduates 
of land-grant institutions scored higher than those of non-land-grant 
universities, even though the difference was not significant. The 
acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as a professional influenced 
the respondents’ attitudes toward the 4-H program. Those who were 
very much acquainted with Extension indicated the most favorable 
attitudes, with 9.1 mean score; those with some acquaintance was 
next with a mean score of 8.7; those with a little acquaintance scored 
lower with 8.4; and those who had not been acquainted with Cooperative 
Extension as a professional indicated the least favorable attitudes, 
with 7.5 mean score. The attitudinal differences in this category 
were significant at 0.02 level.
The faculty responses to the Home Demonstration program were 
similar to the responses to the 4-H program, even though the average 
score of all respondents to the first program was not as high as the 
average score of the second one. The respondents of Agriculture, and
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of Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice indicated better attitudes than 
the average faculty, with 7.8 and 7.9 mean scores, respectively. The 
respondents of Baton Rouge and New Orleans campuses Indicated 
attitudes which were less favorable than the average faculty attitude,
i.e., 7.1 mean score for the Baton Rouge campus and 6.8 mean score 
for the New Orleans campus. As indicated by Table XXXI, the average 
faculty scored 7.4 on this issue. The attitudinal differences in 
this category were not significant at 0.05 level, but significant at 
0.07 level.
The administrators and non-administrators did not indicate 
significant differences in attitudes toward the Home Demonstration 
program. The graduates of land-grant universities indicated better 
attitudes to the program than those of non-land-grant institutions, 
but the difference was not significant. The respondents who had very 
much acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as professionals indicated 
much better attitudes than those who did not have such experiences, 
each with mean scores of 8.1 and 7.0, respectively. The other 
respondents scored about the same as the average faculty. These 
differences were also not significant statistically.
The total scores on those three subtopics assessed the 
respondents' attitudes toward the issue of importance of Extension 
programs. Data in Table XXXI revealed that an average L.S.U. 
faculty member scored 23.2 on this matter. . Starting from this 
average score as an origin, the respondents of agriculture and of 
L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice indicated more favorable 
attitudes, whereas, those of Baton Rouge and New Orleans campuses
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Indicated less favorable attitudes. These differences In attitudes 
were significant at 0.05 level.
Toward the Extension programs, the administrators again 
Indicated more favorable attitudes than those of non-administrators, 
with 23.8 and 23.0 mean scores, respectively. This difference, 
however, was not statistically significant. The respondents who 
graduated from land-grant universities indicated better attitudes 
than those of non-land-grant institutions. The F value of 2.7372 
in Table XXXI indicated that the attitudinal difference between 
these two groups of respondents was not significant at 0.05 level, but 
it was significant at 0.09 level.
The extent of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as a 
professional also brought about differences in attitudes toward the 
programs. Respondents with very much acquaintance with Extension 
had 24.5 attitude mean score, and those who had no acquaintance 
scored 22.1. The other respondents who had some and little acquaint­
ance scored 23.7 and 23.6, respectively. These last two groups of 
respondents indicated better attitudes toward the importance of the 
Extension programs than an average faculty of the University.
Table XXXI also revealed that the F value for this category was 
less than 1, which indicated that the differences in attitudes were 
not significant.
The degree of favorableness and unfavorableness of attitudes.
The degree of favorableness and unfavorableness of faculty attitudes 
toward the importance of Extension programs were assessed by using 
a model of attitude graph. Each respondents' score on feeling
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statement was matched with his score on action tendency statement, 
and plotted to the attitude graph. The results of the assessments 
were presented In Table XXXII.
The table revealed that more than half of the total respondents 
(58 percent) indicated very favorable attitudes toward the areas of 
Extension work, and another 17 percent Indicated favorable attitudes. 
There was 15 percent of the respondents who indicated no attitudes 
toward the matter, and about 10 percent indicated either unfavorable 
or very unfavorable attitudes. The difference in the frequency 
distribution over the degree of favorableness of attitudes between 
Agricultural and non-agricultural respondents was not significant at
0.05 level, but it was significant at a level between 0.05 and 0.10.
The Extension 4-H program obtained very favorable attitudes 
from most of the respondents. University-wise, about 84 percent of 
the respondents indicated either very favorable (73 percent) or 
favorable (11 percent) attitudes. Another 11 percent of the 
respondents indicated no attitudes toward the youth program, and 
only five percent indicated unfavorable attitudes. Comparing the 
Agricultural and the non-agricultural respondents' attitudes,
Table XXXII revealed that a higher percentage of Agricultural 
respondents Indicated very favorable (91 percent) and favorable 
attitude (2 percent) than those of non-agricultural respondents 
(60 and 18 percent, respectively). A significant test for these 
differences, unfortunately, was not applicable.
Toward the Home Demonstration program, more respondents'
(22 percent) Indicated no attitude than toward the 4-H program.
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TABLE XXXII
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE DEGREE OF 
FAVORABLENESS AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF THE 
FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD THE IMPORTANCE 
OF EXTENSION PROGRAMS AND ITS 
RELATED SUBTOPICS
Topic and subtopic 
and the field of 
respondents
The degree
<D : <DrH . tH
A • A (3 . «3 >* M • M M O .  O












>. oM > a> cdt> Cu Total X2
-Percentage— ----------
Areas of Extension work:
Agriculture (N=94) 6 5 20 11 58 100
Non-agric. (N=124) 2 6 11 22 59 100 8.7771
0.10>p>0.05
L.S.U. (N®218) 4 6 15 17 58 100
4-H Program:
Agriculture (N=94) 0 2 5 2 91 100
Non-agric. (N=124) 1 6 15 18 60 100 N.A.*
L.S.U. (N-218) 0 5 11 11 73 100
Home Demonstration
program:
Agriculture (N=94) 2 2 14 23 59 100
Non-agric. (N*=124) 1 6 28 24 41 100 N.A.
L.S.U. (N-218) 1 4 22 24 49 100
The Importance of
Extension programs:
Agriculture (N«94) 1 0 13 30 56 100
Non-agric. (N“124) 0 3 32 34 31 100 N.A.
L.S.U. (N»218) 0 2 24 32 42 100
*N.A. meant that the X2 teat was not applicable due to small numbers of 
respondents in some cells.
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However, most of the respondents also indicated very favorable (49 
percent) or favorable (24 percent) attitudes (see data in Table XXXII)., 
There were also some indications that more agricultural respondents 
indicated favorable attitudes (59 plus 23 percent) than non-agricultural 
respondents (41 plus 24 percent), but a significant test for this 
difference was not applicable.
Regarding the importance of the Extension programs, Table XXXII 
revealed that 42 percent of the respondents indicated very favorable 
attitudes, and another 32 percent indicated favorable attitudes. Only 
two percent of the respondents indicated unfavorable attitudes toward 
the Extension programs, but 24 percent indicated no attitudes. A 
higher percentage of agricultural respondents indicated very favorable 
and favorable attitudes (56 plus 30 percent) than non-agricultural 
respondents (31 plus 34 percent), but a significant test for these 
differences was not applicable.
Attitudes Toward the 
Quality of Extension Work
The faculty attitudes toward the quality of Extension work 
were assessed through three subtopics, namely, prestige in Extension 
work, the effectiveness of Extension work, and the effects of 
Extension work to L.S.U. There were also two attitude statements 
for each of these subtopics, so that the attitudes toward the quality 
of the Extension work were assessed through six attitude statements, 
to which each respondent gave the responses.
The results of the data analysis were presented in Table XXXIII. 
The table revealed that regarding prestige in Extension work, most
TABLE XXXIII
A COMPARISON OF MEAN ATTITUDE SCORES TOWARD THE QUALITY OF 
EXTENSION WORK AND ITS SUBTOPICS: PRESTIGE IN EXTENSION
WORK, EFFECTIVENESS OF EXTENSION WORK, AND THE EFFECTS 
OF EXTENSION TO THE UNIVERSITY, AMONG SEVERAL GROUPS 
OF RESPONDENTS UNDER SPECIFIED CATEGORIES
:____________________Subtopic______________________: The quality
:Prestige of Ext.: Effectiveness : Effect to LSU : of Extension
Respondent group : Freq. Percent : Mean :F value : Mean :F value :Mean :F value : Mean :F value
(Av.=7.9) (Av.=6.5) (Av.=7.2) (Av.=21.6)
Institution:
Agriculture* 94 43 8.5 6.9 7.8 23.2
LSU Baton Rouge ** 66 30 7.7 6.2 6.7 20.6
LSU New Orleans 30 14 7.2 6.0 6.4 19.6
LSU S+A+E*** 28 13 7.4 <1 6.3 3.1107 6.9 2.8353 20.6 2.6249
218 100 p=0.02 p=0.03 p=0.05
Position:
Administrator 63 29 8.3 6.8 7.5 22.5
Non-administr. 155 71 7.8 <1 6.4 1.6342 7.0 <1 21.2 <1218 100 P“0.20
Alma Mater:
Land-grant univ. 154 71 8.2 6.6 7.3 22.1
Non-land-grant univ. 64 29 7.3 1.8790 6.2 2.5312 6.8 <1 20.2 2.7372




Very much 45 21 8.8 7.0 7.9 23.6
Some 54 25 8.3 6.6 7.7 22.5
Little 28 13 8.1 6.5 7.1 21.6
None - 91 41 7.3 1.9045 6.2 <1 6.6 1.1390 20.0 1.1993
218 100 p-0.12 p-0.33 p»0.31
* Included College of Agriculture, Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service 
** Excluded agriculture. *** LSU in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice.
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of the respondents scored high on the two related statements. The 
maximum possible score on these two statements was 10, and the 
minimum was 2. On the average, the respondents scored 7.9 and 
reflected the attitude of a typical faculty member toward the sub­
issue. By institution, respondents of agricultural institutions 
indicated the most favorable attitudes with 8.5 mean score. The 
other institutions indicated less favorable than the attitude of a 
typical faculty, L.S.U.-Baton Rouge (excluding agriculture) with 
7.7 mean score, L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice with
7.A and L.S.U. in New Orleans with 7.2. These differences, however, 
were not statistically significant. By positions, the administrators 
indicated better attitudes than the non-administrators, with 8.3 and 
7.3 averages, respectively. This difference in attitudes was also 
not significant.
The respondents who graduated from land-grant universities 
indicated better attitudes toward the prestige of Extension work than 
those of non-land-grant institutions, with 8.2 and 7.3 averages, 
respectively. This difference was not significant at 0.05 level, but 
it was significant at 0.16 level. Table XXXIII also revealed that 
respondents who had acquaintances with Cooperative Extension as 
professionals indicated better attitudes than those who had not, and 
the more someone had acquaintances with the Cooperative Extension, 
the better his attitude was toward the prestige in Extension. These 
attitudinal differences were not significant at 0.05 level, but 
significant at 0.12 level.
Regarding the sub-issue of the effectiveness of Extension work,
generally and relatively, the respondents indicated less favorable 
attitudes than their attitudes toward the other sub-issues. The 
average score of all respondents toward this particular issue was 6.5. 
Data in Table XXXIII revealed that only those of agricultural 
institutions indicated better attitudes than the average respondents. 
The respondents of L.S.U. in New Orleans indicated the least favorable 
attitudes with 6.0 score average, whereas, respondents of the other 
campuses indicated a little better than that with 6.2 or 6.3 average 
score. These differences were significant at 0.02 level.
The attitudinal differences between administrators and non­
administrators (toward the effectiveness of Extension) were only 
significant at 0.20 level, with the administrators indicating better 
attitudes (6.8 mean score) than the non-administrators .(6.4 mean 
score). The graduates of land-grant universities indicated better 
attitudes than those of non-land-grant universities with 6.6 and 6.2 
mean scores. This difference was only significant at 0.10 level. The 
extent of acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension Service as a 
professional did not induce significant attitudinal differences among 
the respondents. However, the trend was the same: those who had
been acquainted with the Cooperative Extension indicated more 
favorable attitudes than those who had not, and, the more someone 
had been acquainted with Cooperative Extension, the better his attitude 
toward the effectiveness of Extension work.
Table XXXIII also revealed the faculty attitudes toward the 
quality of Extension work. An average faculty scored 21.6 on this 
main issue. Based on this average score, only the respondents of
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agricultural institutions scored higher than the average, and the other 
institutions scored lower than that. These facts indicated that 
agricultural faculty members had better attitudes toward the quality 
of Extension work than the other faculty members. The differences 
were significant at 0.05 level. In this case, the administrators 
also indicated better attitudes than non-administrators, but the 
difference was not significant. The faculty members who graduated 
from land-grant universities indicated better attitudes than those of 
non-land-grant universities, with mean score of 22.1 and 20.2, 
respectively. This difference, however, was only significant at the
0.09 level. Table XXXIII also revealed that there were no statistically 
significant differences between the extent of acquaintance with the 
Cooperative Extension as a professional and attitudes toward the 
quality of Extension work. However, the data indicated that those 
who had very much acquaintance with the Cooperative Extension had 
better attitudes than those who had no acquaintance, with mean scores 
of 23.6 and 20.0, respectively.
The degree of favorableness and unfavorableness of attitudes. 
After plotting the respondents' scores on the attitude graph, the 
interpretations were presented in a form of frequency distribution 
in Table XXXIV, The table revealed that most respondents (67 percent) 
indicated very favorable attitudes toward the prestige in Extension 
work, and another 13 percent of all respondents Indicated favorable 
attitudes. Only four percent of them indicated either unfavorable 
or very unfavorable attitudes, and the remaining 16 percent indicated 
no attitudes toward the sub-issue. The agricultural institutions had
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TABLE XXXIV
THE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE DEGREE.OF 
FAVORABLENESS AND UNFAVORABLENESS OF THE 
FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD THE QUALITY 
OF EXTENSION WORK AND ITS 
RELATED SUBTOPICS
The degree of favorableness
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L.S.U. (N«213) 3 6 29 29 33 100
The quality of Extension 
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L.S.U. (N»218) 1 9 40 30 20 100
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a higher percentage (83 percent) of their faculty members who 
Indicated very favorable attitudes than the non-agricultural Institu­
tions (55 percent). The difference In the frequency distributions 
over the degree of favorableness and unfavorableness of the attitudes 
between Agricultural and non-agricultural groups of respondents was 
highly significant.
A high percentage of respondents indicated no attitudes toward 
the effectiveness of Extension work, i.e., 30 percent of Agriculture,
52 percent of non-agriculture, and 42 percent of the entire university. 
However, there were still more respondents who indicated either very 
favorable (17 percent) or favorable (27 percent) attitudes than those 
who indicated unfavorable (11 percent) and very unfavorable (three 
percent) attitudes. The difference in the frequency distribution 
between Agricultural and non-agricultural respondents'was very highly 
significant.
The faculy members also indicated attitudinal differences, 
in terms of the degree of favorableness or unfavorableness, toward 
the effects of Extension work toward the university. Table XXXIV 
revealed that university-wise 33 percent of the respondents (most of 
them Agricultural) indicated very favorable attitudes toward the 
sub-issue, and another 29 percent indicated favorable attitudes, 
about nine percent either unfavorable or very unfavorable, and the 
remaining 29 percent Indicated no attitudes. The difference between 
Agriculture and non-agriculture respondents was very highly 
significant.
Regarding the quality of Extension work, 50 percent of the
respondents indicated either very favorable (20 percent) or favorable 
(30 percent) attitudes, 40 percent indicated no attitudes, and the 
remaining 10 percent was either unfavorable or very unfavorable. The 
attitudinal difference between agricultural and non-agricultural 
respondents was very highly significant, a total of 75 percent of 
agricultural respondents indicated their favorable attitudes, compared 
with 31 percent of non-agricultural respondents. Seventeen percent 
of agricultural respondents had no attitude, compared with 57 percent 
of non-agricultural respondents.
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The major objective of the study was to assess the Louisiana 
State University faculty attitudees toward the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service. There were three minor objectives: (1) to study
the attitudes of L.S.U. faculty members toward the concept of Extension 
Education; (2) to examine attitudinal differences among several 
groups of L.S.U. faculty toward current Extension programs and issues; 
(3) to examine attitudinal differences among several L.S.U. faculty 
groups toward the idea of expanding the functional scope and the 
structural organization of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
By definition, attitude is a predisposition to respond which 
is represented by consistencies in the responses of individuals to 
social situations. The faculty attitudes toward the attitude objects 
were assessed through a two-dimensional approach, i.e., by measuring 
the affective and the action tendency components of the attitudes.
Five topics and 12 sub-topics were used to construct the 24 attitude 
statements in the attitude scale. To examine the attitudinal 
differences among faculty members, 12 personal information items were 
used as independent variables, such as area of discipline, position, 
rank, years of employment at L.S.U., academic degree, place of 
residence before going to college, the extent of knowledge about 
Cooperative Extension, and others.
A stratified systematic random sample of 350 faculty members of
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five campuses of the University was taken from a population of 2287 
individuals with the ranks of instructor through professor, research 
workers, and Cooperative Extension workers. Data were collected 
through mail questionnaire, and about 62 percent of the sample returned 
the completed questionnaire. The attitude scores were interpreted in 
two ways: (1) relative interpretation, and (2) assessment of the
degree of favorableness or unfavorableness by using an attitude graph.
A summary of the findings, and conclusions drawn from these 
findings are presented, in this chapter. It should be remembered, 
however, that al.l these findings and conclusions dealt with attitudes, 
namely, predisposition to respond to the Cooperative Extension Service 
and its related topics, not the actual behavior toward the objects.
Even though the attitudes can be used to predict the behavior, the 
actual behavior may not always reflect exactly the attitude expressed. 
The actual behavior depends on many other variables, such as norms, 
habits, expectancies, and attitudes toward other objects.
Summary of the Findings
Attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service:
1. About 50 percent of the respondents indicated very favorable 
attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service, another 
30 percent indicated favorable attitudes, and the remaining 
20 percent indicated no attitudes. There was no respondent 
who indicated either unfavorable or very unfavorable 
attitudes.
2. The agricultural respondents indicated better attitudes
than the nou-agricultural respondents, in terms of the 
average attitude score and the percentage of those who 
indicated favorable and very favorable attitudes 
Among the agricultural groups of respondents, those of the 
Cooperative Extension Service indicated the most favorable 
attitudes; those of the Agricultural Experiment Station 
were next; and those of the College of Agriculture indicated 
the least favorable attitudes. However, all of them 
indicated better attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
than an average faculty.
Among non-agricultural respondents, those of L.S.U. in 
Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice indicated the most 
favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service 
those of L.S.U. in Baton Rouge (excluding Agriculture) were 
next, and those of L.S.U. in New Orleans indicated the 
least favorable attitudes. The average scores of these 
three groups of respondents were lower than the average 
score of all respondents.
The attitudinal differences among these agricultural 
and non-agricultural institutions were statistically 
significant.
The administrators of each institution indicated better 
attitudes than the non-administrators of the respective 
institution. The differences, however, were not significant 
The academic degrees of the respondents had negative 
correlation with the attitude scores, which meant that the
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higher the degree of the respondents the lower were their 
attitude score. The attitudinal differences were not 
significant.
7. The respondents who graduated from land-grant institutions 
indicated better attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service than those who graduated from non-land-grant 
universities. The attitudinal difference was significant 
at 0.06 level.
8. More than 58 percent of the respondents had been involved 
with the Cooperative Extension as professionals. They 
indicated better attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service than the respondents who did not have had such an 
involvement. The extent of the involvement or acquaintance 
with Extension as professional correlated positively with
the attitude scores (r = 0.3959). The attitudinal differences 
among four groups of respondents who had different degrees 
of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension (very much, some, 
little, and none) were not significant statistically.
9. The extent of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as a 
client correlated positively with the attitude score
(r = 0.2575), the higher the degree of acquaintance the 
better the attitude toward the Cooperative Extension Service.
10. The extent of acquaintance with Cooperative Extension as a 
neighbor, friend, or relative of a Cooperative Extension 
worker also correlated positively with the attitude score 
(r = 0.3365).
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11. Differences in professional rank and sex did not contribute 
any significant difference in attitudes toward Cooperative 
Extension.
12. The respondents who had resided on rural farms before going 
to college indicated more favorable attitudes than those 
who did not. Those who had resided in rural non-farm and 
small urban communities (under 50,000) indicated attitudes 
which were more or less similar to the attitudes of 
average faculty members. The respondents who had resided 
in large urban communities (50,000 and over) indicated the 
least favorable attitudes.
13. The respondents who had lived on farms indicated more 
favorable attitudes than those who had never lived on a 
farm.
14. The respondents who had been in 4-H Clubs indicated better 
attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service than 
those who had never been in 4-H.
15. There was no one from non-agricultural institutions who had 
had Extension activity in the year of 1972. The 
respondents of the College of Agriculture and the Agricultural 
Experiment Station who had been involved in Extension 
activities during that year indicated less favorable 
attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension Service than 
those of the same institutions who did not have such 
activities. The faculty of the College of Agriculture who 
had had Extension activities during that year even
indicated less favorable attitudes than the attitudes of 
average faculty members of the University.
16. The degree of knowledge (as rated by the respondent himself) 
about the Cooperative Extension Service correlated positively 
with the attitude score (r « 0.4360). The respondents who 
were very well informed and somewhat informed about the 
Cooperative Extension indicated attitudes which were more 
favorable than the attitude of an average faculty. Those 
who were vaguely informed, generally uninformed, and 
completely uninformed about Cooperative Extension indicated 
less favorable attitudes than that of the average faculty.
17. The number of years in service at L.S.U. correlated 
positively with the attitude score (r •= 0.2213). Those 
who had served for 10 years or less indicated attitudes 
(mean score) which were less favorable than the attitude 
of an average faculty. The respondents who had served at 
L.S.U. for 11 to 20 years indicated attitudes which were 
about similar to those of an average faculty, and the 
respondents who had served for more than 20 years indicated 
better attitudes than the other respondents.
Attitudes toward some selected issues of the Cooperative 
Extension Service:
1. There were 54 percent of all faculty members who indicated 
favorable attitudes toward the educational character of 
Cooperative Extension. The other members indicated either 
no attitude (33 percent) or unfavorable attitudes (13 percent).
Attitudinal differences among Institutions within the 
University were highly significant.
Most of the faculty members (86 percent) indicated favorable 
attitudes toward the objectives of the Cooperative Extension 
another 13 percent had no attitude, and only one percent 
indicated unfavorable attitudes.
Most of the faculty members (70 percent) also indicated 
favorable attitudes toward the concept of Extension 
Education, 29 percent indicated no attitude, and only one 
percent indicated unfavorable attitude. Attitudinal 
differences among institutions within the University were 
significant.
Most of the faculty members (83 percent) indicated favorable 
attitudes toward the idea of expanding the organizational 
structure of the Cooperative Extension Service to involve 
other academic departments of the University whose 
disciplines were relevant to the function of Cooperative 
Extension. Eleven percent of the faculty members indicated 
no attitude, and the remaining six percent indicated 
unfavorable attitudes. Attitudinal differences among 
several groups of faculty were not significant.
Less than one-half of the University faculty (49 percent) 
indicated favorable attitudes toward the Cooperative 
Extension specialists, 42 percent had no attitudes toward 
them, and nine percent indicated unfavorable attitudes.
The n t H  tudinnl differences between fnculty group of land- 
grant universities graduates and faculty group of non-land- 
grant universities graduates were significant.
The faculty attitudes toward the Cooperative Extension 
personnel were generally good. Eighty-four percent of 
them indicated favorable attitudes, 14.5 percent had no 
attitude, and only 1.5 percent indicated unfavorable 
attitudes. There were no significant differences in 
attitudes among several groups of the faculty members.
The faculty also indicated good attitudes toward the 
organization of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. Eighty-one percent of then indicated favorable 
attitudes, 17 percent indicated no attitude, and the 
remaining two percent indicated unfavorable attitudes.
Host of the faculty members (65 percent) indicated favorable 
attitudes toward the characters of some groups of clientele 
(small farmers and disadvantaged people) of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, the. other 2S percent indicated no 
attitude, and the remaining six percent indicated 
unfavorable attitudes toward these groups of clientele.
There were no significant attitudinal differences among 
several groups of faculty members toward the clientele. 
Seventy-five percent of the faculty members indicated 
favorable attitudes toward the idea of not limiting the 
area of Extension work to rural area; the other 15 percent 
indicated no attitude, and 10 percent indicated unfavorable
attitudes. The attitudinal differences among some 
institutions of the University were significant at 0.0<°> 
level, and agricultural faculty indicated less favorable 
attitudes than the other faculty members.
10. Toward the youth program of the Cooperative Extension
(4—1? Clubs), 84 percent of the University faculty indicated 
favorable attitudes, 11 percent indicated no attitudes, and 
another five percent indicated unfavorable attitudes.
The attitudinal differences among some institutions within 
the University were significant at 0.07 level, and the 
agricultural faculty indicated the most favorable attitudes.
11. Toward the Home Demonstration program of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, 73 percent of the University faculty 
indicated favorable attitudes, 22 percent indicated no 
attitudes, and the other five percent indicated unfavorable 
attitudes. The agricultural faculty and those of L.S.U.
in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice indicated better 
attitudes than the other faculty members. The attitudinal 
differences were significant at 0.07 level.
12. The faculty attitudes toward the importance of Extension 
programs were generally good. Among them, 74 percent 
indicated favorable attitudes, 24 percent indicated no 
attitudes, and another two percent was unfavorable. The 
agricultural faculty indicated the most favorable attitudes, 
and those of L.S.U. in New Orleans indicated the least 
favorable ones. The attitudinal differences among some
institutions wore significant.
13. The faculty members also indicated good attitudes toward 
Extension work. Most of them (80 percent) indicated 
favorable attitudes, 16 percent indicated no attitudes, 
and only four percent of them indicated unfavorable 
attitudes toward Extension work. Toward this issue, the 
agricultural faculty indicated much better attitudes than 
the other faculty members. The attitudinal difference 
between the agricultural faculty and the other faculty was 
highly significant.
14. Less than one half of the University faculty (44 percent) 
indicated favorable attitudes toward the effectiveness of 
Extension work, compared with 42 percent and 14 percent of 
those x*ho indicated no attitudes and unfavorable attitudes. 
The attitude scores of each faculty group generally were 
lower than their attitude scores toward the other issues. 
The agricultural faculty, however, still indicated the 
most favorable attitudes among other groups of faculty 
members, and the attitudinal differences were significant 
at 0,02 level.
15. The issue of the effect of Cooperative Extension to the 
University obtained good responses, with 62 percent of the 
faculty members indicating favorable attitudes toward it, 
compared with 29 percent and nine percent of those who 
indicated no attitudes and unfavorable attitudes, 
respectively. The attitudinal differences among some
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Institutions of the University were significant, with 
agricultural institutions indicating the most favorable 
attitudes.
16. One-half of the University faculty indicated favorable 
attitudes toward the quality of the Extension work, 
compared with 40 percent of no attitude and 10 percent of 
unfavorable attitudes. The attitudinal differences among 
some institutions of the University were significant.
The difference between agricultural faculty attitudes and 
non-agricultural faculty attitudes was very highly 
significant, with the agricultural faculty indicating the 
more favorable attitudes.
Some of the findings are presented in a schematic form in 
Figure 7. It should be noted here that in this figure the faculty 
who indicated very favorable and favorable attitudes were combined 
into one class of "favorable attitudes," and those who indicated 
unfavorable and very unfavorable attitudes were combined into one 
class of "unfavorable attitude." Those who indicated no attitudes 
were still classified separately in a class of "no attitude." The 
reduction of the number of degree of favorableness and unfavorableness 
of the attitudes was intended to make simpler presentation of the 
conclusions.
Table XXXV presents a list of sub-topics and topics used in 
the study, which were ranked according to the strength of faculty 
support to each of these topics and sub-topics. Data of Figure 7 
were used again in this table.
Clientele of 
Coop. Extension 
(65 - 29 - 6)
Organization of 
Coop. Ext. Svc. 
(81 - 17-2)
The concept of 
Ext. Education 
(70 - 29 - 1)
The quality of 
Extension Work 
(50 - 40 - 10)
The importance of 
Extension Programs 
(74 - 24 - 2)
Special group 
of clientele 
(65 - 29 - 6)
THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 
(80 - 20 - 0)*
Objectives of 
Extension 




(54 - 33 - 13)
Areas of 
Extension Work 
(75 - 15 - 10)
Home Demonstra­
tion Program 
(73 - 22 - 5)
4-H Program 
(84 - 11 - 5)
Affects of Exten 
sion on the 
University 
(62 - 29 - 9)
Prestige of 
Extension Work 
(80 - 16 - 4)
Effectiveness of 
Extension Work 











(84 - 14 - 2)
*The figures in these parentheses indicated the percentage of faculty members who indicated 
favorable attitudes, no attitudes, and unfavorable attitudes, respectively.
Figure 7. A schematic presentation of some of the findings in the study of the faculty attitudes toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service at Louisiana State University (1972/1973).
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TABLE XXXV
THE LIST OF SUB-TOPICS AND TOPICS, RANKED 
ACCORDING TO THE STRENCTH OF FACULTY 
SUPPORT ON EACH OF THEM
Percentage of faculty members with:
Favorable No Unfavorable
Ranh.______ Sub-topic/Toplc_________ attitude attitude____ attitude
Sub-topic:
1 Objectives of Extension 86 13 1
2 Extension personnel 84 14 2
3 4-H program 84 11 5
4 Relationships within L.S.U. 83 11 6
5 Prestige of Extension work 80 16 4
6 Areas of Extension work 75 15 10
7 Home Demonstration program 73 22 5
8 Special groups of clientele 65 29 6
9
10
Affects of Extension on L.S.U. 
Educational character of
62 29 9
Extension 54 33 13
11 Extension specialists 49 42 9
12 Effectiveness of Extension 44 42 14
AVERAGE 70 23 7
Topic:
1 Organization of Cooperative 
Extension Service 81 17 2
2 The importance of Extension 
programs 74 24 2
3 The concept of Extension 
Education 70 29 1
4 The clientele of Cooperative 
Extension Service 65 29 6
5 The quality of Extension 
work 50 40 10
AVERAGE 68 28 4
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Specific Conclusions and Re.commcndntlons
1. The Louisiana State University faculty members who had 
agricultural or farm backgrounds tended to indicate 
better attitudes toward the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service than the other faculty members. These were 
generally persons who had:
a. grown up on rural farm;
b. been in the 4-H Clubs;
c. lived on farms;
d. associated with the College of Agriculture, Agricultural 
Experiment Station, and Cooperative Extension Service of 
the University.
Extension Service personnel should be more aware of creating 
better relations among non-agricultural faculty.
2. The Louisiana State University faculty members who were 
more informed about the Cooperative Extension Service 
tended to indicate better attitudes toward it than those 
who were less informed or uninformed. These were generally 
faculty members of the following categories:
a. the administrators: the University's President and 
Vice Presidents, Chancellors, Deans, Department Heads, 
Directors, Associate Directors, and Superintendents
of the Agricultural Experiment Stations.
b. the faculty members who had been employed by the 
University for more than 20 years;
c. those who graduated from land-grant universities;
d. those who hod hnd agricultural or farm backgrounds 
(See point 1);
e. those who had been acquainted with Cooperative Extension 
Service as a client, a professional, or as a neighbor, a 
friend, or a relative of a Cooperative Extension worker.
These findings suggest that Extension Service personnel 
should be aware of creating better relations and provide 
more information about the Cooperative Extension Service to 
the University faculty of non-administrator, who had been 
in L.S.U. for less than 20 years, to those who graduated 
from non-land-grant universities, to those who did not have 
had agricultural or farm background, and to those who had 
never been acquainted with Cooperative Extension Service.
No one in the survey from outside the field of agriculture 
was involved as a professional in the Cooperative Extension 
activities in 1972. The faculty members of the College of 
Agriculture and the Agricultural Experiment Station who had 
been involved in Cooperative Extension activities in 1972 
indicated slightly less favorable attitudes toward the 
Cooperative Extension Service than those who had not been 
in such activities.
These findings suggest that more attention should be 
given by Extension personnel toward involving more L.S.U. 
persons outside of agriculture in Extension activities 
whenever the situation calls for this. Also Extension 
personnel should be more conscious of creating good will
among people in agriculture who arc involved in Extension 
activities. Such participation by non-Extension persons 
should never be taken for granted.
In general, the sex, rank, and academic degree of the 
faculty members did not contribute toward attitudinal . 
differences toward the Cooperative Extension Service. 
Therefore, these criteria need not be taken an issue in 
efforts to improve the relations with the other faculty 
members of the University.
The proportion of faculty members (21 percent) who 
indicated no attitude toward the Cooperative Extension 
Service reflected a fairly large number of faculty 
members who were generally uninformed about the Cooperative 
Extension Service. With regard to this conclusion, much 
can and should be done simply to improve awareness of the 
Extension Service without necessarily trying to involve 
each faculty member with details and activities of 
Extension.
Among the 12 sub-topics being studied, the one involving 
objectives of Extension received the most support from the 
faculty members, and practically none of them indicated 
their unfavorable attitude. However, there were some of 
them (13 percent) who indicated no attitude. This suggests 
that information about the objectives of Extension still 
needs to be disseminated among the University faculty.
Most of the faculty members indicated favorable attitudes
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toward the Cooperative Extension personnel. They generally 
felt that Extension personnel should receive equal pay to 
other faculty when academic qualifications and experience 
were comparable. Extension administrators should call 
attention to this point in efforts to improve budgets. Also, 
this expression of, confidence in Extension by outside persons' 
should be communicated to all Extension personnel.
8. The youth program of Cooperative Extension was widely 
known and received strong support from most of the faculty 
members. The intensive support of this program was 
reflected by the positive attitudes from the University 
faculty. Any effort to improve Extension awareness among 
University faculty should not overlook the identification 
of 4-H as an L.S.U. Extension activity.
9. The idea of expanding the relationship of the Cooperative 
Extension Service within the University to include non- 
agricultural departments whose disciplines were relevant 
to the functions of the Cooperative Extension Service was 
also strongly supported by the faculty. It is strongly 
suggested that Extension pursue the vast potential of 
these possibilities.
10. Most of the University faculty considered Extension work 
as prestigious. There were some members (16 percent), 
however, who Indicated no attitude toward this matter.
This suggests that Information about the roles and functions 
and the achievements of the Cooperative Extension Service 
still need to be disseminated within the University family.
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11. Most of the University faculty also supported the Idea of 
expanding the rolos of the Cooperative Extension Service 
to non-rural and non-agricultural areas. However, a 
considerable number of them Indicated either no attitude 
(15 percent) or unfavorable attitudes (10 percent). This 
finding suggests that information about the importance of 
serving non-rural and non-agricultural areas should be given 
to the faculty, because Extension programs in these new 
areas will certainly need, to some extent, the expertises
of the non-agricultural faculty as well as the agricultural 
faculty.
12. The Home Demonstration program of the Cooperative Extension 
Service received favorable support from most of the faculty 
members. However, the study suggested that information I 
about this program needs to be given to the faculty, since
a fairly large number of them (22 percent) were generally 
uninformed about the program.
13. The majority of the University faculty indicated their 
agreement toward the importance of small farmers and 
other disadvantaged people as clientele of Cooperative 
Extension. However, a considerable number (29 percent) 
of faculty members indicated no attitude toward these 
groups of clientele. This conclusion suggests that more 
attention should be given by the Extension personnel toward 
this matter, so that the University faculty might become 
better informed about the important role that Extension
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can play with such clientele.
'14. A large number of faculty members also indicated their
favorable attitudes toward the affects of Extension work 
on the whole University. There was a considerable number 
of faculty, however, who either indicated no attitude 
(29 percent) or unfavorable attitudes (nine percent) toward 
this issue. This conclusion suggests that more attention 
should be given by the Extension personnel to make the 
faculty aware about the achievements of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, and its contributions to the State of 
Louisiana.
15. Of the 12 sub-topics being studied, the educational 
character of Extension received relatively less support 
from the faculty than the other sub-topics. The number 
of faculty members who indicated unfavorable attitudes 
was relatively high (nine percent), but larger number 
(33 percent) of faculty members indicated no attitude 
toward this sub-topic. These meant that the advantages 
of the educational approach to problems, such as adopted
by the Cooperative Extension Service, was not widely under­
stood among the University faculty. Therefore, it is 
suggested that the Cooperative Extension takes some efforts 
to make the faculty more informed about the educational 
character of Extension programs.
16. Among the 12 sub-topics to be studied, the Cooperative 
Extension specialists also received favorable attitudes
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from relatively less number of faculty members (49 percent). 
Many other members (42 percent) Indicated no attitude toward 
the specialists, and only a few of them (nine percent) 
indicated unfavorable attitudes. This implies that the 
functions and responsibilities of the Extension specialists 
were not widely known and appreciated by the faculty 
members. More attention should be given to this matter by 
the Extension personnel.
17. Of the 12 sub-topics, the one which dealt with the effective­
ness of Extension work received the least number (44 percent) 
of favorable attitudes from the faculty. Most of the other 
members (42 percent), however, indicated no attitude, and 
the rest (14 percent) indicated unfavorable attitudes, but 
this last number was the largest number among the 12 sub- 
topics. This finding suggests that more attention should
be given by the Extension personnel to inform the 
University faculty about the Extension programs and their 
results, so that more of them will be able to make judgments 
to the effectiveness of Extension programs.
18. Of the 12 sub-topics being studied, an average of 70 
percent of faculty members indicated favorable attitudes, 
and an average of 23 percent indicated no attitude toward 
each sub-topic. This suggests that Extension personnel 
should give mere attention to those sub-topics which 
received support from less than 70 percent of faculty 
members, or to those sub-topics to which more than 23 percent
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of the faculty members indicated no attitude (See Table 
XXXV).
19. Most of the faculty members also considered that Extension 
programs were Important. However, there was a considerable 
number (24 percent) of faculty members who indicated no 
attitude toward this topic. Therefore, it is suggested 
that attention should be given to make others more aware
of programs in Extension.
20. The concept of Extension Education was acceptable for most 
of the faculty members. However, a relatively large 
proportion of the faculty (29 percent) needed more informa­
tion about the concept, in order to be able to indicate 
their attitudes toward it. Also, only one half of the 
University faculty indicated their favorable attitudes 
toward the quality of Extension work, however, most of
the other half (80 percent) indicated no attitude. The 
general suggest of being aware of this applies to any 
efforts to improve Extension image among the L.S.U. faculty.
21. Finally, it should be said that in general most of the 
Louisiana State University faculty Indicated good attitudes 
toward the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. Few
of them indicated unfavorable attitudes, but a considerable 
number of faculty members indicated no attitude. The 
challenge remains to the Extension Service not to be 
satisfied and complacent with the many favorable expressions 
of the various faculty members but to move toward creating
a positive awareness where no attitude exist and to look 
for causes which have promoted unfavorable attitudes.
SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
A. BOOKS
Edwards, A. L., Techniques of Attitude Scale Construction. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1957.
Edwards, A. L., Statistical Methods for the Behavioral Sciences,
New York: Rinehart, 1954.
Fishbein, M. (Ed.), Reading in Attitude Theory and Measurement, New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967.
Fishbein, M., "A Behavior Theory Approach to the Relations between 
Beliefs about an Object and the Attitude Toward the Object."
In M. Fishbein (Ed.), Reading in Attitude Theory and Measurement, 
New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967.
Fishbein, M., "A Consideration of Beliefs, and Their Role in Attitude 
Measurement." In M. Fishbein (Ed.), Reading in Attitude Theory 
and Measurement, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967.
Fishbein, M., "Attitude and the Prediction of Behavior." In
M. Fishbein, Reading in Attitude Theory and Measurement, New York 
John Wiley & Sons, 1967.
Greene, E. B., Measurements of Human Behavior, New York: The Odyssey
Press, 1952.
Greenwald, A. G., Brock, T. C., and Ostrom, T. M., Psychological 
Foundations of Attitudes. New York: Academic Press, 1968.
Jasper, K., The Idea of the University, Boston: Beacon Press, Beacon
Hill, 1959.
Krech, D. and Crutchfield, R.S., Theory and Problems of Social 
Psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1947.
Krech, D., Crutchfield, R.S., and Ballachey, E. L.. Individual in 
Society. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962.
Martin, B. A., Responsibilities of Colleges and Universities. Oregon 
State University Press, 1966.
Mawby, R. G., "4-11 and YMW Clubs," in Sanders, H. C., et al,, The 
Cooperative Extension Service, Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1966.
181
Morton, Jolm, University Extension In the United States. Birmingham: 
University of Alabama Press, 1953.
<
Oppenheim, A. N., Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement.
New York: Basic Boole, Inc., 1966.
Palumbo, D. J., Statistics in Political and Behavioral Science.
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1969.
Rosenberg, M. J., et al, Attitude Organization and Change. New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1966.
Rovetch, W., "Cooperative Extension and the Land-Grant System" in
Petersen, R. and Petersen, W., University Adult Education, New York: 
Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1960.
Selltiz, C., et al, Research Methods in Social Relation. New York: 
llolt, Rinehart and Winston, 1959.
Shannon, Th. J. and Schoenfeld, C. A., University Extension
New York: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc.,
1965.
Shaw, M. E. and Wright, J. M., Scales for the Measurement of Attitudes, 
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967.
Sherif M. and Sherif, C. W., An Outline of Social Psychology. New York: 
Harper & Brothers, 1956.
Sherif, C. W. and Sherif, M., Attitude. Ego-Involvement, and Change.
New York: John Wiley.& Sons, Inc., 1967.
Summers, G. F., Attitude Measurement, Chicago: Rand McNally & Co.,
1970.
Triandis, II. C., Attitude and Attitude Change. New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., 1971.
Williams, F., Reasoning with Statistics. Nex* York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc., 1968.
Williamson, F. W., Origin and Growth of Agricultural Extension in 
Louisiana, 1860 - 1948, 3aton Rouge: Louisiana State University
and Agricultural and Mechanical College, 1951.
B. PUBLICATIONS
Boone, E. J. and C. M. Ferguson (Eds.), An Image of Cooperative
Extension, Madison: National Agricultural Extension Center for
Advanced Study, University of Wisconsin, 1962,
182
Clark, R. C. and N. P. Ralston (Eds.), Directing the Cooperative 
Extension Service. Madison: National Agricultural Extension
Center for Advanced Study, University of Wisconsin, 1962.
Colvard, D. W., Administration of Teaching. Research and Extension at 
Land-Grant Institutions. Madison: National Agricultural Extension
Center for Advanced Study, University of Wisconsin, 1965.
Jensen, D. L. and G. Ii. Strother, '-Making the University Accessible." 
Journal of Cooperative Extension, Vol. VII, No. 4, 1969.
Joint USDA-NASULGC Study Committee on Cooperative Extension, A People 
and a Spirit. Colorado State University, Fort Collins, 1968.
Kearl, B. E., and 0. B. Copeland (Eds.), A Guide to Extension Programs 
of the Future. Raleigh: North Carolina State College and
Washington: Federal Extension Service, July, 1959.
Kepner, P. V., et al, The Scope of Extension's Educational Responsibility, 
A self-study report of the United States Department of Agriculture 
Extension Service Study Committee, January, 1946.
Kuder, G. F. and M. W. Richardson, "The Theory of the Estimation of 
Test Reliability." Psychometrika. 1937, 2, 151-160.
LaPiere, R. T., "Attitudes versus Actions." Social Forces, 1934, 13, 
230-237.
Likert, R., "The Method of Constructing an Attitude Scale." Archives 
of Psychology, 1932, No. 140, 44-53.
Pfannstiel, D. C. and Matthews, B. H. (Eds.), Cooperative Extension 
Organization and Administration. Madison: National University
Extension Center, The University of Wisconsin, 1968.
Porter, L., Faculty Perceptions of Continuing Education in Syracuse
University. Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University, Publications in
Continuing Education and University College.
Scope Report. American Association of State Universities and Land- 
Grant Colleges. Washington, D. C., April, 1958.
C. UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS
"College of Agriculture Self Study and Long Range Development Plan." 
Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University and Agricultural and
Mechanical College, December, 1971. (Mimeographed)
183
Cenick, ft. M., "Faculty Concepts of Off-Campus Continuing Education 
Programs Offered Through the Division of Urban Extension, Wayne 
State University." Unpublished Ed.D. Dissertation, Wayne State 
University, 1972.
York, E. T., Statement before the Senate Subcommittee on Migratory 
Labor, to comment on the publication, "Hard Tomatoes, Hard Times" 




LETTER OF REQUEST FOR PRETEST
November 15, 1972
Faculty Member of
Louisiana State University System
Dear Faculty Member:
May I introduce myself. I am a graduate student at LSU-BR. I am from
Indonesia, and will be going back to my home country after I finish my
studies here, and will be doing Extension work. I am presently conduct­
ing research to fulfill the dissertation requirement for a degree of 
Doctor of Education in Extension Education.
This study is designed to assess faculty perception and attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service of Louisiana.- This is the program in 
which County Agents, Home Demonstration Agents and 4-H Club Agents work 
directly with local clientele. The Cooperative Extension Service has 
programs in all Louisiana Parishes, as well as in all counties through­
out the United States.
You are one of a few LSU-System faculty members who have been selected
at random to complete the attached questionnaire. I would like to ask 
you kindly to give me your reaction to each statement in the question­
naire. Your responses will be strictly anonymous; you do not have to 
put your name on the questionnaire. The serial number found in the 
upper right hand corner of the questionnaire sheet will be used solely 
to maintain mailing records so that, after responding, you do not 
receive follow up requests. Once your questionnaire has been returned, 
this number will be struck from the mailing list and torn from the 
questionnaire before it is opened.. Thus individual responses will be 
strictly confidential and only statistical analysis reported.
When you have completed the 48 statements and the 12 personal items, 
kindly return them to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelope 
through the campus mail if you are on the Baton Rouge campus, or in the 
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope if you are on another campus.
I hope that you will respond to the request at your first opportunity, 




Department of Extension Education
163 Knapp Hall, Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, LA 70803
APPENDIX B 186
THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRETEST
QUESTIONNAIRE Serial No.___
The statements that follow are opinions or ideas about Cooperative 
Extension and the Cooperative Extension Service of L.S.U. There are 
surely differences of opinion about the subject. We would like to 
know what YOU think about these statements. Each of them is followed 
by five choices:
SA ■ Strongly Agree 
A ■ Agree
? = Uncertain or Undecided 
D ■ Disagree 
SD « Strongly Disagree
Please circle the letter of your choice which comes closest to saying 
how YOU feel about each statement. There are generally no right or 
wrong answers, we are interested only in YOUR OBINION. It is very 
important that you answer EVERY item. Please do NOT sign your name.
1. The clientele of the Cooperative Extension 
Service includes all types of citizens of 
the state but emphasis Is directed to help­
ing certain groups, such as farmers and 
homemakers.
2. Home Demonstration Clubs have been a 
major part of the Cooperative Extension 
program for both rural and urban home­
makers throughout the state.
3. The migration of many poor people from 
rural to urban areas is part of the 
evidence that the Cooperative Extension 
Service only serves large farmers.
4. The prestige of the university will 
suffer if it involves itself heavily 
in society's problems.
5. Promoting desirable change through an 
educational approach such as done by 
the Cooperative Extension Service is 
a very long and slow process; the 
university should develop other methods
which are faster and more effective. SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
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6. Since Its program Is state-wide in nature 
and many of the problem areas cross 
college and discipline boundaries, the 
Cooperative Extension Service should 
maintain relationships with all depart­
ments within the university system. SA A 1
7. The Cooperative Extension Service should 
concentrate its educational programs 
among adults and leave youth programs to
such agencies as Boy Scouts. SA A 't
8. A primary function of the Cooperative 
Extension specialists at L.S.U. in 
Baton Rouge is to keep Extension agents 
throughout the state up to date on 
findings from current research and other
relevant information. SA A 1
9. The clientele of the Cooperative 
Extension Service includes people of
all educational levels. SA A 1
10. The Cooperative Extension Service 
cannot justify spending lots of time
with small unproductive farms. SA A 'i
11. L.S.U. does not restrict itself to the 
formal education of students, but
engages in education for all citizens. SA A 'i
12. The objective of the Cooperative 
Extension Service to educate 
disadvantaged people is a waste of
public money. SA A 't
13. The expansion of the Cooperative 
Extension Service responsibility and 
activity to urban areas will take 
too much emphasis away from
agriculture. SA A 1
14. Most homemakers get little out of 
participation in Home Demonstration
Clubs outside of social contact. SA A 1
15. There is little or no need for the 
Cooperative Extension Service to 
involve L.S.U. departments outside 
of the College of Agriculture in












16. Cooperative Extension Agents can make 
more progress In the long run If they 
restrict their contacts to the more
educated classes of people. SA A J
17. Other federal and state agencies can 
learn how to help people effectively 
from observing the programs and methods
of the Cooperative Extension Service. SA A 1
18. A primary objective of extension work
Is helping people to help themselves. SA A 1
19. Adults In general should support the 
4-H program as a good Investment In 
better leaders and citizens for the
future. SA A \
20. Cooperative Extension Service 
specialists need not be as well 
trained in their subject as teaching
and research personnel at L.S.U. SA A !
21. Many programs of the Cooperative 
Extension Service are especially
directed to low income families. SA A 1
22. The Cooperative Extension Service of 
L.S.U. contributes a great deal of
prestige to the university. SA A 't
23. The Cooperative Extension program 
efforts encompass the broad areas of 
agriculture and related technology, 
including marketing; family living; 
youth development; and community and
resource development. SA A 'i
24. Based on the amount of money and 
facilities used, the results of 
Cooperative Extension work should
have been far greater than it has been. SA A 1
25. An employee of the Cooperative 
Extension Service should receive 
equal pay to that of teaching and 
research faculty if experience and











26. The Cooperative Extension Service 
should emphasize its service to 
groups of disadvantaged people 
whether or not they are farmers.
27. The function of Cooperative Extension 
is basically one of education; i.e. 
to promote desirable changes in the 
behavior of people through the 
educative process.
28. A significant result of work done by 
the Cooperative Extension Service is 
that the United States has become the 
world leader in food production.
29. Cooperative Extension Service 
specialists who travel throughout 
the state and are away from home 
much of the time should, receive 
additional compensation for such 
extra responsibility.
30. The Cooperative Extension Service 
should extend its service to low 
income clientele in direct proportion
l.0 their percent of the total 
population.
31. The Parish Cooperative Extension 
Service offices should be constantly 
trying to improve the image of L.S.U.
32. The Cooperative Extension Service 
must not neglect its existing 
responsibilities to rural areas,
but should evolve its future programs 
on a basis of public needs rather 
than upon artificial geographic 
boundaries.
33. Off-campus extension activities 
throughout the state should be a 
major part of L.S.U.'s total program.
34. Although the Cooperative Extension 
Service personnel work more closely 
with Agriculture and Home Economics 
faculty, they have programs and 
activities which involve other parts 
of the L.S.U.-System.
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD 
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD /
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35. To Increase the prestige of L.S.U. as 
an Institution of higher education, 
the clientele of the Cooperative 
Extension Service should be selected 
largely from individual who have higher 
levels of education. SA A
36. Cooperative Extension 4-H Club agents 
are more interested in developing good 
citizenship and leadership among 
Louisiana youth than in having "blue
ribbon winners" at the fair. SA A '
37. Louisiana Cooperative Extension personnel 
are professional staff with college 
degrees in various areas of subject 
matter relating primarily to agriculture
and home economics. SA A '
38. One of the main objectives of the 
Extension Service should be helping 
people to reach the goals they have
set for themselves. SA A '
39. The university's off-campus programs 
should focus more on service and less 
on education to be performing a more
useful role. SA A '
40. The U.S. should help underdeveloped 
countries to organize similar 
educational programs for their people 
such as the Cooperative Extension
Service in the U.S. SA A '
41. I feel that the Cooperative Extension 
programs in Louisiana are inferior 
compared with the capacity of the
L.S.U.-System. SA A 't
42. It is not as Important for Cooperative 
Extension Service County Agents to be 
up to date with technical information 
for farmers as it is that university 
professors to be up to date with class-
room students. SA A 't
43. The identification of Parish Cooperative 
Extension offices with L.S.U. is likely 
to take away from the academic prestige











44. The general idea of local agents working 
directly with the people, as In the 
Cooperative Extension Service In the 
U.S., will not work In most underdeveloped 
countries. SA A '
45. The concept of home demonstration clubs 
throughout the state should be expanded 
to Involve more young homemakers with 
Information geared to their particular
needs. SA A 1
46. L.S.U. has grown and developed tremendously 
due partly to the fact that it has deep 
roots in the state of Louisiana through
Its Cooperative Extension programs. SA A “1
47. Members of L.S.U. should be proud of 
what has been done and what is being 
done by the Cooperative Extension
Service. SA A \
48. The concept of education for farmers, 
now known as the Cooperative Extension 
Service, began in the U.S. by an act of 
Congress in 1914 and has since spread






THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WILL ALLOW ME TO DO A MORE COMPLETE 
ANALYSIS OF YOUR RESPONSES. PLEASE COMPLETE OR CHECK THE 
APPROPRIATE INFORMATION.
With what department, college and campus do you work? 
Department___________________  College______________
Campus (circle one): LSU-BR; LSU-NO; LSU-A; LSU-E; LSU-S; LSU-Med.
How long have your been associated with L.S.U. as a professional 
employee (faculty, administrator, etc.)? Years ____






What is your sex? Female
Male
What academic degrees do you have, and from what college/ 
universities?
Degree College/University
What is your primary background by place of residence before college?
Have you ever lived on a farm? 











9. To what extent have you had occasion to be Involved or acquainted 
with the Cooperative Extension Service?
Very
Much Some Little None
A. As a client (4-H 
member, farmer, home­
maker, gardener, etc. ____ ____ ______ ____




activities, etc._________ ____ _____ ______ ____
C. As a neighbor, friend, 
or relative of a 
Cooperative Extension
worker. ____ ____ ______ ____







.Administration, supervision, etc. 
Other
TOTAL 100%




































12. Based on your own judgment, how would you rate your attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service of L.S.U. in general? Please 
circle the appropriate number on the following continuum.
Neutral
attitude
, 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1.I |  ̂ f f*
Very Fairly Slightly Slightly Fairly Very
favorable favorable favorable unfavorable unfavorable unfavor-
attitude attitude attitude attitude attitude able
attitude
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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LETTER OF REQUEST TO THE SAMPLE OF FACULTY MEMBERS
December 30, 1972
Faculty Member of
Louisiana State University System
Dear Faculty Member:
May I introduce myself. I am a graduate student at LSU-BR. I am from 
Indonesia, and will be going back to my home country after I finish my 
studies here, and will be doing Extension work. I am presently conduct­
ing research to fulfill the dissertation requirement for a degree of 
Doctor of Education in Extension Education.
This study is designed to assess faculty perception and attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service of Louisiana. This is the program in 
which County Agents, Home Demonstration Agents and 4-H Club Agents work 
directly with local clientele. The Cooperative Extension Service has 
programs in all Louisiana Parishes, as well as in all counties through­
out the United States.
You are one of a number of LSU-System faculty members who have been 
selected at random to complete the attached questionnaire. I would 
like to ask you kindly to give me your reaction to each statement in 
the questionnaire. Your responses will be strictly anonymous; you do 
not have to put your name on the questionnaire. The serial number 
found in the upper right hand corner of the questionnaire sheet will 
be used solely to maintain mailing records so that, after responding, 
you do not receive follow up requests. Once your questionnaire has 
been returned, this number will be struck from the mailing list. Thus 
individual responses will be strictly confidential and only statistical 
analysis reported.
When you have completed the 24 statements and the 12 personal items, 
kindly return them to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelope 
through the campus mail if you are on the Baton Rouge campus, or in 
the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope if you are on another 
campus.
I hope that you will respond to the request at your first opportunity, 
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163 Knapp Hall, Louisiana, State University, Baton Rouge, LA 70803
APPENDIX D 196
QUESTIONNAIRE Serial No.
The statements that follow are opinions or Ideas about Cooperative 
Extension and the Cooperative Extension Service of L.S.U. There are 
surely differences of opinion about the subject. We would like to 
know what YOU think about these statements. Each of them Is followed 
by five choices:
SA “ Strongly Agree 
A ■ Agree
? ■' Uncertain or Undecided 
D ■ Disagree 
SD ■ Strongly Disagree
Please circle the letter(s) of your choice which comes closest to saying 
how YOU feel about each statement. There are no right or wrong answers, 
we are interested only in YOUR OPINION. It is very important that you 
answer EVERY item. Please do NOT sign your name.
1. Since promoting desirable change 
through an educational approach such 
as done by the Cooperative Extension 
Service is a very long and slow 
process, the university should develop 
other methods which are faster and 
more effective.
2. Since its program is state-wide in 
nature and many of the problem areas 
cross college and discipline 
boundaries, the Cooperative Extension 
Service should maintain relationships 
with all departments within the 
university system.
3. The Cooperative Extension Service 
should concentrate its educational 
programs among adults and leave youth 
programs to such organizations as 
Boy Scouts.
4. The Cooperative Extension Service 
cannot justify spending lots of time 
with small unproductive farms.
5. The objective of the Cooperative 
Extension Service to educate low- 
income people is a waste of
public money. SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
SA A ? D SD
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6. The expansion of the Cooperative 
Extension Service responsibility 
and activity to urban areas will 
take too much emphasis away from
agriculture. SA A 1
7. Most homemakers get little out of 
participation In Home Demonstration
Clubs outside of social contact. SA A '
8. There is little or no need for the 
Cooperative Extension Service to 
involve L.S.U. departments outside 
of the College of Agriculture in
their various programs. SA A 't
9. Other federal and state agencies can 
learn how to help people effectively 
from observing the programs and 
methods of the Cooperative Extension
Service. SA A 1
10. Adults in general should support the 
4-H program as a good investment in 
better leaders and citizens for the
future. SA A \
11. Cooperative Extension Service 
specialists need to be as well 
trained in their subject as teach­
ing and research personnel at L.S.U. SA A '
12. Based on the amount of money and 
facilities used, the results of 
Cooperative Extension work should 
have been far greater than it has
been. SA A '
13. An employee of the Cooperative 
Extension Service should receive 
equal pay to that of teaching and 
research faculty if experience 
and academic qualifications are
equal. SA A 1
14. The Cooperative Extension Service 
should emphasize its service to 
groups of disadvantaged people











15. Cooperative Extension Service 
specialists who travel through­
out the state and are away from 
home much of the time should 
receive additional compensation
for such extra responsibility. SA A
16. The Parish Cooperative Extension 
Service offices should be constantly
trying to Improve the Image of L.S.U. SA A
17. The Cooperative Extension Service 
must not neglect its existing 
responsibilities to rural areas, 
but should evolve Its future 
programs on a basis of public needs 
rather than upon artificial 
geographic boundaries.
18. One of the main objectives of the 
Extension Service should be helping. 
people to reach the goals they have 
set for themselves.
19. The university's off-campus programs 
should focus more on non-educational 
service and less on education to be 
performing a more useful role.
20. I feel that the Cooperative Extension 
programs in Louisiana are inferior 
compared with the capacity of the 
L.S.U.-System. SA A
21. It ip not as important for Cooperative 
Extension Service County Agents to be 
up to date with technical information 
for farmers as it is that university 
professors to be up to date with 
classroom students.
22. The Identification of Parish 
Cooperative Extension offices with 
L.S.U. is likely to take away from 
the academic prestige of L.S.U.
23. The concept of Home Demonstration 
Clubs throughout the state should 
be expanded to involve more young 
homemakers with information geared 

















24. Members of L.S.U. should be proud of 
what has been done and what Is being 
done by the Cooperative Extension 
Service. SA A D SD
THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION WILL ALLOW ME TO DO A MORE COMPLETE 
ANALYSIS OF YOUR RESPONSES. PLEASE COMPLETE OR CHECK THE 
APPROPRIATE INFORMATION.
With what department, college and campus do you work? 
Department College/Division______
Campus: (circle one) LSU-BR; LSU-NO; LSU-A; LSU-E; LSU-S; LSU-Med.
How long have you been associated with L.S.U. as a professional 
employee (faculty, research associate, administrator, etc.)?
Years






What is your sex? Female
Male
What academic degrees do you have, and from what college(s)/ 
university(ies)?
Degree College/University






50,000 & over) _____
Have you ever lived on a farm? Yes
No
Have you ever been in 4-H club? Yes
No
To what extent have you had occasion to be involved or acquainted 
with the Cooperative Extension Service?
Very
much Some Little None
A. As a client (4-H member, 
farmer, homemaker,
gardener, etc.)     ______ _____




activities, etc.) ____ ____ ______ ____
C. As a neighbor, friend, 
or relative of a 
Cooperative Extension
worker. ______ ____







Administration, supervision, etc. _____
Other (please specify) ______
TOTAL 100%
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12. Based on your own judgment how would you rate your attitude toward 
the Cooperative Extension Service of L.S.U. in general? Please 









T t rSlightly Fairly Very'
unfavorable unfavorable unfavor- 
attltude attitude able
attitude
If you have completed your task, would you please check again the 
pages to make sure that you did not skip any item or page of the 
questionnaire.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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THE FOLLOW UP LETTER
January 24, 1973
Faculty Member of
Louisiana State University System
Dear Faculty Member:
About three weeks ago I sent you a letter (copy enclosed) with a 
questionnaire requesting you to give your reactions to various 
activities of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, I have not 
received your completed questionnaire so far, and would request you to 
be so good as to spend a few moments in responding to it. I am 
enclosing another copy of the questionnaire to facilitate your reply.
You might hesitate to respond in case you are not too familiar with 
the Cooperative Extension Service and its program activities. Yet 
1 feel that as a faculty member of the L.S.U.-System, your reaction 
to each issue which is represented by each statement in the question- 
nare would be valuable. Consequently, if you feel that you do not 
have enough information to be able to react favorably or unfavorably 
to a particular statement, the questionnaire design peiroits you to 
circle the question mark (?) in the right hand margin of the statement.
Your cooperation is very valuable to me in attaining as complete a 
response to the study as possible, and will, therefore, be highly 
appreciated. Please return the completed questionnaire to me no later 




Department of Extension Education 
Room 163, Knapp Hall 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803
P.S. Please omit this request if you have returned the first 
questionnaire to me recently. Thank you.
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Table F-l: The feeling, action tendency, and total attitude scores,















College of Agriculture 
101 49
••
48 97 v** v.f.*
126 52 50 102 V v.f.
158 55 51 106 V v.f.
167 53 50 103 V v.f.
169 52 48 100 V v.f.
181 49 50 99 V v.f.
183 53 49 102 V v.f.
187 46 49 95 V v.f.
Experiment Station: 
111 60 60 120 V v.f.
115 58 55 113 V v.f.
139 47 43 90 IV f.
155 43 49 92 IV f.
161 54 43 97 IV f.




51 108 V v.f.
140 57 52 -109 V V.f.
208 50 50 100 V v.f.
**Position In attitude graph on Figure C-l, Appendix G. 
*v.f. » very favorable attitude, 
f. ■ favorable attitude.
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Table F-2: The feeling, action tendency, and total attitude scores,





















102 43 42 85 III* n.a.**
103 40 40 80 III n.a.
104 44 46 90 V V.f.
105 45 48 93 V v.f.
106 53 49 102 V v.f.
109 51 52 103 V v.f.
112 48 57 105 V v.f.
116 47 51 98 V v.f.
120 48 46 94 V v.f.
122 47 53 100 ‘v v.f.
124 43 45 88 IV f.
125 46 48 94 V v.f.
127 36 35 71 III n.a.
129 47 40 87 IV f.
131 45 45 90 V v.f.
134 37 37 74 III n.a.
135 44 45 89 V v.f.
138 43 44 87 IV f.
142 56 52 108 V v.f.
143 51 50 101 V v.f.
144 50 48 98 V v.f.
146 42 47 89 IV f.
148 47 48 95 V v.f.
151 50 46 96 V v.f.
156 41 45 86 IV f.
163 39 38 77 III n.a.
166 50 50 100 V v.f.
170 43 44 87 IV f.
172 44 45 89 V v.f.





Resp. : : 













174 48 41 89 IV f.
175 48 43 91 IV f.
178 46 46 92 V v.f.
179 45 47 92 V v.f.
180 46 43 89 IV f.
182 36 35 71 III n.a.
185 45 44 89 V v.f.
209 39 45 84 IV f.
216 41 44 85 IV f.
Experiment Station:
107 49 40 89 IV f.
108 49 49 98 V v.f.
113 52 47 99 V v.f.
117 44 43 87 IV f.
121 46 46 92 V v.f.
128 52 52 104 V v.f.
130 48 43 91 IV f.
133 43 47 90 IV f.
141 50 44 94 V v.f.
145 50 49 99 V v.f.
147 54 47 101 V v.f.
149 56 49 105 V v.f.
150 42 47 89 IV f.
152 53 53 106 V v.f.
157 42 52 94 IV f.
159 44 34 78 IV f.
162 42 46 88 IV f.
164 54 45 99 V v.f.
165 47 54 101 V v.f.
168 45 46 91 V v.f.
171 44 46 90 V v.f.
184 40 51 91 IV f.
186 39 37 76 III n.a.






:Score on 12 statements of:
• • • • • •















100 56 54 110 V v.f.
110 49 58 107 V v.f.
114 47 45 92 V v.f.
119 56 54 110 V v.f.
123 50 49 99 V v.f.
132 47 54 101 V v.f.
136 44 46 90 V v.f.
153 59 55 114 V v.f.
154 48 46 94 V v.f.
160 57 52 109 V v.f.
177 37 49 86 IV f.
207 51 49 100 V v.f.
210 54 47 101 V v.f.
118 41 47 88 IV f.
* Position in the attitude graph on Figure G-2, Appendix G.
**n.a. = No Attitude;
v.f. = Very favorable attitude; 
f. ■= Favorable attitude.
Tabic F-3: The feeling, action tendency, and total attitude scores,




: Score on 12












L.S.U. - Baton Rouge (excluding Agriculture):
13 43 37 80 III* n.a.**
17 48 38 86 IV f.
23 55 52 107 V v.f.
25 44 41 85 IV f.
33 51 55 106 V v.f.
35 42 40 82 III n.a.
38 42 48 90 IV f.
39 51 48 99 V v.f.
50 54 53 107 V v.f.
55 42 44 86 IV f.
58 35 37 72 III n.a.
61 50 48 98 V v.f.
63 43 46 89 IV f.
74 48 46 94 V v.f.
76 53 50 106 V v.f.
94 40 41 81 III n.a.
196 46 48 94 V v.f.
197 32 35 67 III n.a.
217 45 46 91 V v.f.
L.S.U. - New Orleans:
8 44 45 89 V v.f.
44 45 47 92 V v.f.
48 36 42 78 III n.a.
67 36 36 72 III n.a.
68 39 45 84 IV f.
73 49 47 96 V v.f.
75 46 48 94 V v.f.
99 47 51 98 V v.f.188 41 43 84 III n.a.






















191 42 42 84 III n.a.
202 33 43 76 III n • 3 •
203 42 38 80 III n.a.
206 52 49 101 V v.f.
214 41 46 87 IV f.
L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice:
10 58 49 107 V v.f.
40 48 46 94 V v.f.
45 49 52 101 V v.f.
47 46 47 93 V v.f.
52 38 49 87 IV f.
79 49 50 99 V v.f.
88 36 37 73 III n.a.
94 40 41 81 III n.a.
98 45 43 88 IV f.
190 42 48 90 IV f.
192 44 48 92 V v.f.
215 47 39 86 IV f.
* Position in the attitude graph on Figure G-3, Appendix G.
**n.a. = no attitude.
f. ** favorable attitude, 
v.f. “ very favorable attitude.
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Table F-4: The feeling, action tendency, and total attitude scores,





:Score on 12••• • • •
: Feeling :
• • • •
statements of: : 
: Total : 
: attitude : 






L.S.U. - Raton Rouge (excluding Agriculture):
2 43 41 84 III* n.a.**
3 54 48 102 V v.f.
A 34 40 74 III v.f.
14 51 52 103 V v.f.
15 42 42 84 III n.a.
16 44 43 87 IV f.
19 45 46 91 V v.f.
20 47 47 94 V v.f.
21 47 41 88 IV f.
22 47 44 91 V v.f.
24 39 40 79 III n.a.
26 40 45 85 IV f.
27 35 44 79 IV f.
28 40 42 82 III n.a.
29 48 45 93 V v.f.
30 43 45 88 IV f.
31 51 45 96 V v.f.
32 40 46 86 IV f.
34 41 38 76 III n.a.
36 43 42 85 III n.a.
37 44 48 92 V v.f.
51 46 46 92 V v.f.
53 43 40 83 III n.a.
56 48 48 96 V v.f.
57 35 35 70 III n.a.
59 53 47 100 V V.f.
60 41 46 87 IV f.
62 45 43 88 IV f.
64 46 48 94 V v.f.



















66 46 47 93 V v.f.
69 51 46 97 V v.f.
70 46 45 91 V v.f.
72 36 36 72 III n.a.
77 38 37 75 III n.a.
78 45 42 87 IV f.
80 36 36 72 III n.a.
83 51 43 94 IV f.
87 34 40 74 III n.a.
89 47 43 90 IV f.
93 46 44 90 V v.f.
96 44 44 88 V v.f.
97 46 42 88 IV f.
198 44 42 86 IV f.
204 39 40 79 III n.a.
211 41 46 87 IV f.
213 38 34 72 III n.a.
L.S.U. - New Orleans:
5 48 44 92 V v.f.
7 42 49 91 IV f.
11 43 46 89 IV f.
18 41 34 75 III n.a.
42 36 42 78 III n.a.
49 43 51 94 IV f.
54 47 49 96 V v.f.
85 47 46 93 V v.f.
90 45 36 81 IV f.
91 43 48 91 IV f.
92 41 42 83 III n.a.
95 43 44 87 IV f.
193 37 36 73 III n.a.
194 37 42 79 III n.a.






















L.S.U. in Shreveport, Alexandria, and Eunice:
1 40 39 79 III n.a.
6 50 42 92 IV •f.
9 50 41 91 IV f.
12 42 40 82 III n.a.
41 48 46 94 V v.f.
43 41 48 89 IV f.
46 42 42 84 III n.a.
71 44 38 82 IV f.
81 37 40 77 III n.a.
82 50 53 103 V v.f.
84 43 44 87 IV f.
86 46 45 91 V v.f.
195 42 44 86 IV f.
199 47 44 91 V v.f.
200 49 48 97 V v.f.
218 43 49 92 IV f.
* Refers to the attitude graph on Figure G-4, Appendix G.
**n.a. “ no attitude.
v.f. »» very favorable attitude, 
f. ■ favorable attitude.
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II = unfavorable attitude 
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V “ very favorable attitude 
Please refer to data on Table F-2, Appendix F.
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V « very favorable attitude 
Please refer to data on Table F-3, Appendix F.
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V ” very favorable attitude 
Please refer to data on Table F-4, Appendix F.
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